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Why and how to become a good reviewer 
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Objectives of Workshop: 

 What is the history of peer review and what role 

does it serve? 

 

 Why should I consider being a reviewer? 

 

 How do I carry out a proper and thorough 

review? 
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Open(ing) Question 

 Why is peer review a part of the scholarly 

publishing process? 
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Peer Review 

• The reviewer is at the heart of scientific publishing 

• “…… the lynchpin in the whole business of Science”  

• It is a testament to the power of peer review that a scientific 

hypothesis or statement, presented to the world is largely ignored 

by the scholarly community unless it is published in a peer-

reviewed journal. 

• Reviewers, who are usually both authors and readers, make the 

editorial process work by examining and commenting on 

manuscripts, often several times to improve them prior to 

publication. 

• Reviewers are the backbone of this process, because both the 

quality and timeliness of published papers depend directly on the 

thoroughness and promptness of the individual reviewer. 

 

 



What is the history of peer 

review and what role does it 

serve? 
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Background on Peer Review 

 Cornerstone of the whole scholarly publication system 

 Maintains integrity in the advancement of science 

 Well-established process over 300 years old 
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What is Peer Review? 

8 

Pre-Submission 

Peer Review 

Publication 

 A
u

th
o

rs
 

Reviewers 

Editor 

Peer Review has two key 

functions: 

 

• Acts as a filter 
• by ensuring only good 

research is published.  

Helps to determine validity, 

significance and originality 

 

• Improves the quality of 

the research submitted 
• by giving reviewers the 

opportunity to suggest 

improvements 
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Different Types of Peer Review 

1. “Single blind” peer review 

2. “Double blind” peer review 

3. Open peer review 

Experimental 

1. Post-publication peer review 

2. Dynamic peer review 
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“ And the reviewer is…  ” 

POST-PUBLICATION 

www.naboj.com 

Comments: 

1. “………”   5 star rating 

2. “………”   3.5 star rating 

Etc. 

 

 

 

PRE-PRINT 
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Role of Reviewers 

The peer review process, which in essence determines 

the public record of science, is based on trust 

 trust between authors and editors 

 trust between editors and reviewers 

 

The quality and integrity of the entire scientific 

publishing enterprise depends largely on the quality 

and integrity of the reviewers 
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Purpose of Peer Review 

Ensure: 

• quality, checking that no mistakes in procedure or logic have 

been made 

• that the results presented support the conclusion drawn 

• that no errors or omissions in citations to previous work 

have been made 

• that all protocols conducted follow proper review and 

approval by appropriate institutional review committees 

• that the work is original and significant 



Who conducts reviews and why 

do they do it? 
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Who Conducts Reviews? 

 Scientific experts in specific fields and 

topics 

 

 Young, old, and mid-career 

 

 Average number of completed reviews is 8 

per year* 
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* “Peer Review in Scholarly Journals – perspective on the scholarly community: an 

international study”. M Ware and M Monkman. Publishing Research Consortium 
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Authors Care Deeply About Refereeing 

Elsevier Author Feedback Programme 

And thus also critically 

important to editors 
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Why Do Reviewers Review? 

This is how authors sometimes see it: 
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Why Do Reviewers Review? 
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• Fulfill an academic ‘duty’  

• Keep up-to-date with latest developments 

• Helps with their own research  

• Build associations with prestigious journals and 

editors. Many editorial board members are 

‘promoted’ after being a frequent, thorough,  

reviewer 

• Remain aware of new research 

• Develop one’s career 

• Learn from other authors’ mistakes in writing style 
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Take-Home Lesson 

The best reviewers tend to view themselves as 

teachers rather than critics. 

A reviewer should be seen, and see 

themselves, as a ‘distant friend’, helping the 

author(s) to improve the paper 
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Online Peer Review Systems 

18 

Online peer review 
systems accept online 
submissions and allow 
for online peer-review 

Online systems can handle hundreds 

of thousands of submissions and 

reviews per year 



19 

Considerations upon being asked to review 

 

 Expertise/ competence to review the article 

 

 Necessary amount of time 
 Reviewing can be time consuming 

 Deadline stipulated by Editor may be soon  

 

 Conflicts of Interest 
 Examples:  

 if you work in the same department or institute as 
one of the authors 

 worked on a paper previously with an author  

 have a professional or financial connection to the 
article 

19 
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Considerations upon being asked to review 

 

 Expertise/ competence to review the article 

 

 Necessary amount of time 
 Reviewing can be time consuming 

 Deadline stipulated by Editor may be soon  

 

 Conflicts of Interest 
 Examples:  

 if you work in the same department or institute as 
one of the authors 

 worked on a paper previously with an author  

 have a professional or financial connection to the 
article 
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Sample invitation to review 

Stipulated 

deadline 

Specific 

reviewing 

instructions 

Invitation to 

review and 

mission of 

the journal 
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Reviewer’s Task 

 The reviewer should write reviews in a collegial, 

constructive manner 

 This is especially helpful to new investigators 

 There is nothing more discouraging to a new investigator 

or even to a more experienced one, than a sarcastic, 

destructive review 

 Treat all manuscripts in the same manner as you 

would like to be treated yourself 

The reviewer recommends, the Editor decides 
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Reviewer guidelines 



How do I carry out a proper and 

thorough review? 
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Overview of Peer Review Process 

 Possible reviewer recommendations 

 Rejected due to poor quality, or out of scope 

 Accept without revision 

 Accept, but needs revision either: 

 Minor 

 Major 
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Submit a 

paper

Basic requirements met?

REJECT

Assign 

reviewers

Collect reviewers’ 

recommendations

Make a 

decision
Revise the 

paper

[Reject]

[Revision required]

[Accept]

[Yes]

[No]
Review and give 

recommendation

START

ACCEPT

Author Editor Reviewer

        The Peer Review Process  

Michael Derntl. Basics of Research Paper Writing and Publishing. 

http://www.pri.univie.ac.at/~derntl/papers/meth-se.pdf  

http://www.pri.univie.ac.at/~derntl/papers/meth-se.pdf
http://www.pri.univie.ac.at/~derntl/papers/meth-se.pdf
http://www.pri.univie.ac.at/~derntl/papers/meth-se.pdf
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Conducting the Review – General Points 

 Contact your Editor if you have questions 

 Maintain confidentiality 

 Your recommendations will help Editor make the final decision 

 Set aside ample time to conduct the review 

 Provide constructive remarks 

 Typical evaluation criteria 

 1. Originality 

 2. Structure  

 3. Previous Research  

 4. Ethical Issues 

 

26 
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Conducting the Review – General Points 

 Contact your Editor if you have questions 

 Maintain confidentiality 

 Your recommendations will help Editor make the final decision 

 Set aside ample time to conduct the review 

 Provide constructive remarks 

 Typical evaluation criteria 

 1. Originality 

 2. Structure  

 3. Previous Research  

 4. Ethical Issues 
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Sample Review Form 

Evaluation 

of 

originality 

Assessment 

of paper’s 

structure 
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Conducting the Review – General Points 

 Contact your Editor if you have questions 

 Maintain confidentiality 

 Your recommendations will help Editor make the final decision 

 Set aside ample time to conduct the review 

 Provide constructive remarks 

 Typical evaluation criteria 

 1. Originality 

 2. Structure  

 3. Previous Research  

 4. Ethical Issues 
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Sample Review Form 

Final 

Recommendation 
Detailed 

comments 

to be 

included 
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Conducting the Review - Originality 

 Sufficiently novel and interesting to warrant publication?   

 

 Adds to the total knowledge of the field?  

 

 Answers an important research question? 

 

 Satisfies the journal’s standards? 

 

 Falls in the top 25% of papers in this field? 

 

 A literature scan of review articles can help the reviewer 

determine originality 

29 
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Conducting the Review - Structure 

Key sections are included and are laid out clearly 

30 

Title 

Abstract 

Introduction 

Methodology 

Results 

Discussion/ 

Conclusion 

References 
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Conducting the Review - Structure 

Key sections are included and are laid out clearly 

31 

Title 

Abstract 

Introduction 

Methodology 

Results 

Discussion/ 

Conclusion 

References 

Title 

• Does it clearly describe the article? 
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Conducting the Review - Structure 

Key sections are included and are laid out clearly 
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Title 

Abstract 

Introduction 

Methodology 

Results 

Discussion/ 

Conclusion 

References 

Abstract 

• Does it reflect what was done and what the major findings 

were? 
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Conducting the Review - Structure 

Key sections are included and are laid out clearly 
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Title 

Abstract 

Introduction 

Methodology 

Results 

Discussion/ 

Conclusion 

References 

Introduction 

• Does it clearly state the problem being investigated and 

accurately describe what the author hopes to achieve?   

• Normally, the introduction is one to two paragraphs long.  

• Does it summarize relevant research to provide context? 

• Does it explain what findings of others, if any, are being 

challenged or extended?  
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Conducting the Review - Structure 

Key sections are included and are laid out clearly 

34 

Title 

Abstract 

Introduction 

Methodology 

Results 

Discussion/ 

Conclusion 

References 

Methodology 

• Does it accurately explain how the data was collected?   

• Is the design suitable for answering the question posed? 

• Is there sufficient information present for you to replicate the 

research?  

• Does the article identify the procedures followed? Are these 

ordered in a meaningful way?   

• If the methods are new, are they explained in detail?  

• Was the sampling appropriate?  

• Have the equipment and materials been adequately 

described? 

• Does the article make it clear what type of data was recorded; 

has the author been precise in describing measurements?   
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Conducting the Review - Structure 

Key sections are included and are laid out clearly 

35 

Title 

Abstract 

Introduction 

Methodology 

Results 

Discussion/ 

Conclusion 

References 

Results 

 Clearly laid out and in a logical sequence?  

 The appropriate analysis has been conducted?  

 Are the statistics correct? If you are not comfortable with 

statistics advise the editor when you submit your report.  

 If any interpretation has been included in this section – it 

should not be 
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Conducting the Review - Structure 

Key sections are included and are laid out clearly 

36 

Title 

Abstract 

Introduction 

Methodology 

Results 

Discussion/ 

Conclusion 

References 

• Discussion/ Conclusion 

• Are the claims in this section supported by the results, do they 

seem reasonable?  

• Have the authors indicated how the results relate to 

expectations and to earlier research?  

• Does the article support or contradict previous theories? 

• Does the conclusion explain how the research has moved the 

body of scientific knowledge forward?  
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Conducting the Review - Structure 

Key sections are included and are laid out clearly 
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Title 

Abstract 

Introduction 

Methodology 

Results 

Discussion/ 

Conclusion 

References References/Previous Research 

• If the article builds upon previous research does it reference 

that work appropriately?  

• Are there any important works that have been omitted?  

• Are the references accurate? 
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Conducting the Review – Tables & Figures 

 Relevant and important 

 Consistency 

 Color 

 Caption length and appropriateness 

 Figures describe the data accurately 

38 

Fig.3. FE-SEM images of RFP-50 at 1,0000× 
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Conducting the Review – Ethics Issues 

 Plagiarism 

 Fraud 

 Medical ethics 

concerns  
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Presentation of the Paper 

Writing 

 Clear, concise, good English? 

 But no need for reviewers to act as language editor   

Title 

 Specific, and reflecting the content of the manuscript?   

Abstract 

 Brief, and describing the purpose of the work, what was done, what 

was found, and the significance?   

Figures 

 Justified? Clear? Sharp, with fonts proportionate to the size of the 

figure? Clear and complete legends?   

Tables 

 Can they be simplified or condensed? Should any be omitted?   

Trade names, abbreviations, symbols 

 Properly used where indicated? Abused? 
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Confidential Comments to the Editors 

 Provide comments regarding the novelty and 

significance of the manuscript 

 Provide a recommendation about the  manuscript’s 

suitability for publication in the journal, usually 

 Accept / Minor revision / Major Revision / Reject 

 These confidential comments will not be revealed to 

the author(s)! 
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Comments for Authors 

 Provide specific comments, preferably numbered, 

on the design, presentation of data, results, and 

discussion 

 Do not include recommendations for publication in this 

section   

 Ensure that that the comments to the author(s) are 

consistent with your recommendation to the editors 
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Sending Your Report to the Editor 

 Keep to the deadline – remember what it is like when 

you are an author! 

 For many journals you can annotate PDFs online 

anonymously   

 Summarize the article at the top of your report 

 The report should be comprehensive 

 Explain and support your judgments 

 Make a distinction between your own opinions and your 

comments based on data 

 Be courteous and constructive 

43 



44 

Sample Paper 

44 

S. Jacobs (Reviewer 1) 

J. Ritman (Reviewer 2) 

L. Smith (Editor in Chief) 

Author Decision Letter 
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Sample Paper 

45 

S. Jacobs (Reviewer 1) 

J. Ritman (Reviewer 2) 

L. Smith (Editor in Chief) 

Author Decision Letter 
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Sample Paper 

46 

S. Jacobs (Reviewer 1) 

J. Ritman (Reviewer 2) 

L. Smith (Editor in Chief) 

Author Decision Letter 
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Materials Science and Engineering A – Reviewer Checklist 

 

1. Give a brief estimate of the scientific interests and originality of the paper. 

2. Is it a new and original contribution? 

3. Does it contain matter that might be omitted? If so, what? 

4. Is it clearly presented and well organized? 

5. Does it give adequate references to related work? 

6. Is the English satisfactory?  

7. Are all illustrations and tables necessary and adequate? 

8. Is the abstract informative and does it cover the content? 

9. Are the conclusions sound and justified? 

10. Please, list any further comments or specific suggestions 

 

Confidential checklist meant for editor’s eyes only. 
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International Journal of Pharmaceutics - Reviewer Checklist 

 Is the article within the scope of the journal?    Yes/No 

 Would the article be more appropriately published in a specialist journal? Yes/No 

 Can the article be condensed?     Yes/No 

o If so, where: Figures // Figure legends // Tables // Text 

 Is the language acceptable?     Yes/No 

 Are there portions of the manuscripts which require further clarification? Yes/No 

o If so, where? 

 On a scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (outstanding), how do you rate 

o New knowledge in pharmaceutics 

o Experimental design 

o Evaluation of data 

o Discussion of results 

o Clarity of presentation 

 The article should be: 

o Accepted without change  

o Accepted after minor revision  

o Accepted after condensation  

o Reconsidered after major revision  

o Rejected 

 Confidential comments to the editor: [free text] 

Confidential checklist meant for editor’s eyes only. 
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Editor’s Letter to Authors 
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Dr. Smith 

Ms. Jones, 

To: Jones@college.edu 

From: Smith@university.edu  

Subject: Your Submission 
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Author’s Revisions to Detailed Comments 
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Author’s Revisions to Detailed Comments 

51 

Dear Dr. Smith and Reviewers, 
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Final Article – seen by the world 
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A. Jones, Y. Lee, R. Lopez 

Southern University, Main Road, UK 

Received 18 September 2006; accepted 14 March 2007 

Available online 20 March 2007 
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Summary 

 What is the history of peer review and what role does it 
serve? 
 Peer review is the cornerstone of the scholarly publication process 

 Filters out good research and improves it 

 

 Why should I consider being a reviewer? 
 Reviewing can be a career-building activity that also keeps one in 

touch with the latest research in the field 

 

 How do I carry out a proper and thorough review? 
 Analyze the article for its originality, structure, and ethical sufficiency 

 Provide detailed, constructive comments and communicate clearly 
with the Editor 

53 
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Other aspects to consider as a reviewer: 

 Privileged document status 

 

 Competency 

 

 Conflict of interest 

 

 Publishing Ethical concerns 
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Privileged Document 

 This manuscript is a privileged communication.  

 The data are and remain the exclusive property of the author(s) 

 should not be disclosed to others who may use the  information in 

their research  

 If you have printed the manuscript 

 it must be kept confidential until the review process is complete, 

 and then should be destroyed 

 If you have shared responsibility for the review of this 

manuscript with a colleague 

 please provide that person’s name and institutional affiliation to the 

editors – two reasons: – ethical behavior and reviewer development 
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Reviewer’s responsibility 

 Should only agree to review manuscripts 

 in their areas of expertise/competence 

 when they can complete the review on time 

 Should always avoid any conflicts of interest 

 If in doubt, consult with the editor 

 Are not allowed to plagiarize the data, nor even refer to it 

until it is published 

 Cannot discuss the manuscript with the author directly 
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Oversight Function 

The reviewer also has the responsibility of reporting 

suspicion of 

 duplicate publication 

 fraud 

 plagiarism 

 ethics concerns 

 etc.  

 

These problems are normally followed up by the Editors 

and the Publisher, using Committee on Publication Ethics 

(COPE) guidelines. 
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Questions? 

http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers/reviewer-guidelines  

or for questions later, please contact a.newman@elsevier.com  

http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers/reviewer-guidelines
http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers/reviewer-guidelines
http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers/reviewer-guidelines
http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers/reviewer-guidelines
http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers/reviewer-guidelines
mailto:a.newman@elsevier.com
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Publishing: Pulling back the curtain…. 
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Seminar Outline 

 Publishing as a springboard in science 

 What a Publisher does 

 Launching and Developing journals 

 Editor / Publisher relationship 

 Editor / Referee relationship 
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Publishing as a springboard in science 

Journals: 
 
Editors linked to journals benefit the journal, and benefit 
themselves by extra exposure and status. 
 
The same applies to editorial board members, and many 
list their position as board member on their CV, or web 
page listing their achievements.  
 
People added to board are either active referees, or high-
profile researchers. 
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Publishing as a springboard in science 
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Publishing as a springboard in science 
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Publishing as a springboard in science 
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Publishing as a springboard in science: Reviews 

And scientists who are not editors or editorial board 
members? 
 
Publishing high quality original research papers is always the 
best way to become known and respected, but there are other 
ways too. 
 
Publishing quality reviews usually attracts high downloads 
and citations – it is a chance to highlight specific themes or 
specific papers, thus you can influence the direction of your 
research field.   

 



67 

Review articles vs Original Articles 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Review Article Review Article Review Article

Average cites per paper 

Author 2 Author 3 



68 

Publishing as a springboard in science: Sp. Issues 

Impact:  
Become a Guest Editor for a Thematic Special  
Issue for a journal.  
 
Guest Editor selects authors important to  
the subject area, and writes an editorial for the special issue.  It is 
your chance to ‘steer’ a field or highlight specific themes. 
 
The Special Issue is often referred to by the Guest Editor’s name - 
helps your exposure and recognition.  
 
Special Issues are often highly downloaded and cited - good for 
authors, and good for the guest editor too. Sometimes Guest Editors 
go on to become an editor, or at least be invited onto the editorial 
board. 
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Downloads of Special Issue editorials 

Journal VolumeIssue Article Name Author(s) Downloads

Methods 50 4 The ongoing evolution of qPCR Pfaffl, M.W. 3,618

FEBS Letters 584 7 Autophagy Mizushima, N. 2,594

FEBS Letters 585 13 Epigenetics Issa, J.P.; Just, W. 1,948

FEBS Letters 584 17

Telomere biology and DNA repair: Enemies with 

benefits Lange, T.d. 1,809

FEBS Letters 586 14 TGF-@b signaling in development and disease Massague, J. 1,687

FEBS Letters 585 10 Circadian rhythms Merrow, M.; Brunner, M. 1,292

Methods 58 3

3C-based technologies to study the shape of the 

genome de Laat, W.; Dekker, J. 1,081

Methods 61 2

Distinguishing between apoptosis, necrosis, 

necroptosis and other cell death modalities Martin, S.J.; Henry, C.M. 1,031

FEBS Letters 585 18

The ubiquitin clan: A protein family essential for 

life Wolf, D.H. 1,023

Comparative Biochemistry and Physiology Part A: Molecular & Integrative Physiology158 3

The challenge of measuring energy 

expenditure: Current field and laboratory 

methods Halsey, L.G. 971

Methods 52 3 A-Z of methylome analysis Beck, S. 956

Methods 54 2

RNA Nanotechnology: Methods for synthesis, 

conjugation, assembly and application of RNA 

nanoparticles Guo, P. 828

Methods 55 4 A roadmap to membrane protein structures Stevens, R.C. 806

Methods 52 1 Protein folding Gruebele, M. 729

ABB 500 1

Heme peroxidase biochemistry - Facts and 

perspectives Obinger, C. 589

ABB 525 2 Catalases and hydrogen peroxide metabolism Obinger, C. 584

ABB 503 1

The central role of the skeleton in chronic 

diseases Teti, A.; Eastell, R. 570

October 2013 data 



70 

Citations of Special Issues vs Regular Issues 

Fitzpatrick/Trends in 
 Enzymology (S.Sec.) 

Guengerich/P450 Catalysis 
 and Mechanisms 

Mukhtar/Biochem  
and Biophys 
 of the Skin 

Walsh/Protein Kinases 

Grant/Allosteric Regulation 

DeLuca/Vitamin D 

Klotz/Cell-Cell 
 Communication 

Obinger/Catalysis and 
 H2O2 

Rüker/Antibody  
Engineering 

Santes-Buelga/ 
Polyphenols  
and Health 

0.000

2.000

4.000

6.000

8.000

10.000

12.000

14.000

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1-
2

1 2 1 2 1-
2

1-
2

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1-
2

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

505 506 507 508 509 510 511 512 513 514515 516 517 518 519 520 521 522 523 524 525 526 527 528

2011 2012

Total 

Archives of Biochemistry and Biophysics 

October 2013 data 
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Typical timeline of a Special Issue 

 Preparing a proposal: 1-2 months 

 Invitation process: 1 month approx. 

 Article submission: 4-6 months approx. 

 Review process: 1-2 months 

 Revision: 1 month 

 Production/compilation: 2.5 months 

 So the average time from idea to 
publication is typically 14 months  
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Publishing as a springboard in science: Sp. Issues 

It is not always easy to become a Guest Editor of  
a Thematic Special Issue for a journal.  
 
If you already have a ‘relationship’ with a journal (frequent 
author, reviewer, editorial board member etc) it is easier. 
 
If you do not have a relationship, but your Professor does, think 
about suggesting “joint Guest Editors” as a way to get you seen. 
You have to do most of the work of course, but it is a great way 
to advance your career! 
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Publishing as a springboard in science: referee 

Refereeing/reviewing:  
Active referees are often added to journal editorial board.  
Not that visible until then, except for the annual list of 
referees published in many journals. 
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Publishing as a springboard in science: Mentor 

Author clinic:  
As an experienced author, younger researchers  
and post docs need your experience to help  
them write better papers. Writing good papers 
is not intuitive and even good scientists need 
help in developing this skill. 
 
With more published good papers, the university  
authorities are grateful, and your help is often recognized. 
 
It feels good too! 
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What a Publisher does (1): 

Solicit and manage submissions to journals. 

Manage Peer review process. 

Edit and prepare papers. 

Publish and disseminate online and in print. 

Develop innovations to help author/reader e.g. Apps. 

Archive journal articles ‘forever’. 

Promote and market content. 

Support young scholars with grants/awards. 

 
 



76 

What a Publisher does (2): 

Bibliometric analysis to help journals change to  

 reflect their field better. 

Plagiarism control and other publishing ethics issues. 

Recruitment and training of journal editors. 

Support societies and associations by attending meetings 

 and conferences. 

Produce training materials/courses/workshops to help 

 authors and referees. 
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Elsevier Journal publishing volume 

77 

Solicit and manage 

submissions 

Manage peer review 

Production 

Publish and disseminate Edit and prepare 

Archive and promote 

• 1,000 new editors per year 

• 20 new journals per year • 600,000+ article submissions per year 

• 200,000 reviewers 

• 1 million reviewer 

reports per year 

• 7,000 editors 

• 70,000 editorial board 

members 

• 6.5 million 

author/publisher 

communications /year 

• 280,000 new articles produced per year 

• 190 years of back issues scanned, processed and data-tagged  

• 11 million 

researchers 

• 5,000+ 

institutions 

• 180+ countries 

• 400 million+ 

downloads per 

year 

• 3 million print 

pages per year 

• 11 million articles 

now available 

• Organise editorial boards 

• Launch new specialist 

journals 

• 40%-90% of 

articles rejected 
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Launching and Developing journals 

 3% more scientists every year 

 More than 3% more papers every year 

 Traditional fields splinter and niche fields develop 

 Many Funding bodies insist on Open Access publishing 

 

 So new journals are needed regularly! 

 And existing journals need to evolve to match needs of researchers 

 

 Examples: 

 OA Launch        Evolution 
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Editor/Publisher relationship 

The Scientific Editor is essential for managing peer-review and scientific 

quality. 

Publisher and colleagues do all the back-office tasks for the Editor around the 

journal, supporting him/her in the peer-review process. 

The Publishing House takes care of marketing, subscriptions, typesetting, 

online content, analysis, permanent archiving of papers, etc. 

 

 

 

Editor and Publisher together are a symbiotic team managing the quality, 

focus, and strategy of the journal so that its scientific content best reflects the 

community who publish in, and read it.  
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Editor/Referee relationship 

The Scientific Editor may manage the peer-review process and be responsible 

for the overall scientific quality, but the basis is the individual referee reports 

per submitted paper. 

The editor selects the 2-3 best people in the world that he/she thinks could 

evaluate the paper and give useful advice both to the editor and author(s). 

Because of workload and time pressure, often editors have to ask 6-8 people 

to get 2 to agree. 

Once a referee has agreed to review a paper, to not deliver the review, or 

deliver it too late is not well received by the editor. It is not the way to ‘win 

friends and influence people’! Statistics are maintained on how quick referees 

are, how useful their reports were, and how often they ‘timed out’ or 

declined.  Often people are rotated off of an editorial board for non-

performance of reviewing. 
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Questions? 

More information: http://www.elsevier.com/early-career-

researchers/training-and-workshops  

Or for questions later, please contact a.newman@elsevier.com 

http://www.elsevier.com/early-career-researchers/training-and-workshops
http://www.elsevier.com/early-career-researchers/training-and-workshops
http://www.elsevier.com/early-career-researchers/training-and-workshops
http://www.elsevier.com/early-career-researchers/training-and-workshops
http://www.elsevier.com/early-career-researchers/training-and-workshops
http://www.elsevier.com/early-career-researchers/training-and-workshops
http://www.elsevier.com/early-career-researchers/training-and-workshops
http://www.elsevier.com/early-career-researchers/training-and-workshops
http://www.elsevier.com/early-career-researchers/training-and-workshops
mailto:a.newman@elsevier.com

