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Foreword

Henry Oldenburg, the founder of the first English-language research journal (Philo-
sophical Transactions of the Royal Society), understood very clearly the importance
of peer review – indeed this task was carried out for him by the Council of the Royal
Society (not a task any longer expected of society councils!). Despite the challenges
to many aspects of journal publication, and despite criticisms of peer review and
experiments with alternative approaches, survey after survey shows that authors
and readers still place great value on the filtering and improvement provided by the
peer-review process, and wish to preserve it regardless of what else may change.

These days, around 1.8 million peer-reviewed articles are published every year; 
if each is reviewed by at least two reviewers, this means that at least 3.6 million
reviewers’ reports are produced every year (probably more, as some articles are
resubmitted to several journals before finally being accepted). Given the scale of the
operation, it is surprising that no one has previously attempted to write a handbook
on how the process should be carried out.

The need for this book is obvious – ALPSP is frequently asked where ‘the rules’ 
for proper peer review can be found, and until now there has been no satisfactory
answer. Fortunately for journal editors and publishers, Irene Hames is ideally qualified
for the task. She set up the editorial office of The Plant Journal in 1990 and the first
issue was published in July 1991; in 2006 it published over 4000 pages, achieved an
Impact Factor of 6.97 and worked with over 1000 reviewers. Irene is a knowledge-
able and popular speaker at journal publishing meetings, and has also found time 
to advise others on how to run an editorial office. Her experience of managing the
complex processes of peer review and manuscript management is apparent in this
highly practical book, which will undoubtedly become the ‘bible’ of peer review, not
only for those working in the sciences but also for those in the arts and humanities.
No editor or publisher should be without it.

Robert Campbell, Blackwell Publishing
Sally Morris, Association of Learned and 

Professional Society Publishers





Preface

Editors are frequently called the ‘gatekeepers’ of their journals. They are most 
certainly this, determining what their journals will publish and what they won’t. 
But their role goes beyond this. They also act as ‘midwives’, bringing to fruition 
the labours of researchers – highlighting experimental inadequacies, pointing out
misinterpretations of results and offering alternative explanations, improving the
presentation of manuscripts, and advising on alternative and perhaps more appro-
priate venues for the publication of their work. Editors are also the guardians of 
the scholarly record, with a duty to ensure that this is kept free from corrupting
influences and that errors – both genuine and those resulting from fraudulent work
or unethical behaviour – are corrected appropriately and as quickly as possible.
Editors are given great power when they are appointed, and with this comes enor-
mous responsibility. Suddenly they are entrusted with the work of other researchers,
perhaps even that of their competitors, and their decisions determine whether or 
not that work is published. Because success in job and grant applications, career
advancement and public recognition depend to a large degree on publication records,
they are therefore indirectly responsible for these.

At the heart of all these roles lies the peer-review process, nowadays oft-maligned,
but at its best a very powerful and sophisticated tool. Yet in the great majority of
cases, editors come to the job without any specific knowledge about or training in
peer review, the decision-making process, or the potential problems and pitfalls. For
many it has been difficult to know where to find advice and guidance. My aim in
writing this book has been to provide a manual to help editors and their editorial
colleagues and staff – both those new to their roles and those who have been in post
some time but may be struggling or unhappy with their procedures. I wanted first
and foremost to provide practical guidance on all aspects of peer review and create
an awareness of the issues involved and the potential problems.

Editors and editorial staff are amongst the most committed and enthusiastic of
individuals, frequently becoming passionate about their journals. I have been for-
tunate in my years with The Plant Journal to experience this at first hand, and my
sincere thanks go to all the editors and editorial office staff with whom I have had
the privilege of working over the past 16 years. My thanks go also to those individu-
als who provided me with invaluable feedback and constructive comments during
the writing of this book – Sally Morris from ALPSP, Bob Campbell and Edward Wates
from Blackwell Publishing, Alex Williamson from the BMJ Publishing Group, and
three anonymous reviewers. The last were clearly people with great experience of
journal editorial work and so their positive reactions and comments were a source of
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great encouragement and help. But the final responsibility for the content lies with
me and I hope that even if there are things with which some readers may disagree, it
will make them think about the problems and perhaps reassess their own procedures.
The book is not intended to be prescriptive but rather a source of guidance and help.
All journals (and the communities they serve) are different, and their editors are the
people who are best placed to decide what is most appropriate for them. The book
has been four years in the writing and my thanks go to Erica Schwarz for so ably
steering it through the production process to become a reality.

Irene Hames



Introduction

The practice of reviewing manuscripts for publication has been around for nearly
300 years, since the Royal Societies of Edinburgh* and London started seeking the
advice of their members in the early to mid-18th century to help them select articles
for publication.1 Gradually, a number of other scientific and professional societies
adopted the practice, but procedures developed in a rather haphazard and ad hoc
way. Peer review, the process by which material submitted for publication is criti-
cally assessed by external experts (see Box 1.1), was introduced into different jour-
nals at different times and in different ways, often dependent on the chief editor at
the time. It is only since the middle of the 20th century that it has become generally
widespread and reasonably standardized. Excellent accounts of the origins and 
evolution of editorial peer review can be found in the articles by Kronick1 and
Burnham,2 respectively.

Two main factors led to the spread of peer review. Firstly, until the relatively recent
past, editors frequently had to struggle to find enough material to publish and so did
not need to be selective. Over the past 50 years this has changed, to the point where
submissions to scientific journals are burgeoning and editors need to be highly selec-
tive in what they publish in their journals. Secondly, as scientific areas expanded and
became increasingly specialized and sophisticated, editors were no longer able to be
experts in all areas. They needed to seek the opinion and advice of others. Today, peer
review is used almost universally by scientific journals, and a peer-reviewed journal
is generally considered to be ‘one that submits most of its published research articles
for outside review’, i.e. by ‘experts who are not part of the editorial staff’ (as defined
by the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors, ICMJE3).

Scholarly publication is the means by which new work is communicated, and peer
review is a vitally important part of the publication process. It is the quality-control

1

Box 1.1 Definition of peer review

‘Peer review is the critical assessment of manuscripts submitted to journals by
experts who are not part of the editorial staff.’

International Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE). Uniform Requirements for
Manuscripts Submitted to Biomedical Journals.3

* The Royal Society of Edinburgh was created in 1783 from its forerunner, the Philosophical
Society of Edinburgh. This was originally founded in 1731 as the Society for the Improvement of
Medical Knowledge but changed its name in 1737 to reflect broadening interests.
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mechanism that determines what is and what is not published, and in most scientific
disciplines work will not be considered seriously until it has been validated by peer
review. It also acts as a filter for interest and relevance. Publication is of central
importance in both academic promotion and the allocation of research funds. It is
the means by which scientific discoveries are attributed to individuals. In some areas,
this establishment of priority can lead to very significant commercial and financial
rewards. Since so much hinges on peer review and it is so central to what and where
things are published, it is essential that it is carried out well and professionally, and
that it is viewed with confidence and respect. There has, however, been a growing
movement, particularly in biomedical publishing, to highlight its shortcomings.4,5

Critics of peer review cite examples that point to its failure, because of its conser-
vatism, to recognize important and innovative papers; its failure to spot errors; its
lack of consistency and objectivity; its poor record in detecting fraud; its openness to
abuse and bias; and to it being labour intensive, expensive, and often slow, with
resulting delays in publication. These critics of peer review suggest there is little 
evidence to support the use of peer review as a mechanism to assure the quality of
research publications, and frequently state that it is only the lack of an obvious
alternative that keeps the process going. There have been calls for funding for large-
scale research programmes to look into the effectiveness of peer review and poten-
tial alternatives.6

Despite all the criticisms and reputed failings of peer review, it is inescapable that
it is very extensively used in scholarly publishing. Many editors are, in fact, very pro-
peer review and would agree with Laine and Mulrow,7 who have stated (page 1038),
‘We cannot imagine getting along without peer review’, and who ‘salute’ the indi-
viduals who review for them. Five surveys carried out between 1999 and 2005 have
confirmed the importance with which peer review is viewed and the widespread
feeling that the accuracy and quality of material that has not been peer reviewed
cannot be trusted.8–12 The surveys have also, however, brought to light considerable
dissatisfaction with reviewing standards and the peer-review process, especially
regarding its quality and fairness, and about the delays that can occur.

Peer review is, therefore, extremely important and is likely to be around for quite
some time. Various modifications have been suggested and new systems are being
tested, but ‘traditional’ peer review remains the method practised by the great
majority of scientific journals. There are clearly, however, concerns about the quality
and speed of peer review and there is, therefore, scope for improvement.

What should peer review do?

What should peer review do? Ideally, it should:

n prevent the publication of bad work – filter out studies that have been poorly
conceived, designed or executed
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n check that the research reported has been carried out well and there are no flaws
in the design or methodology

n ensure that the work is reported correctly and unambiguously, with acknow-
ledgement to the existing body of work

n ensure that the results presented have been interpreted correctly and all possible
interpretations considered

n ensure that the results are not too preliminary or too speculative, but at the
same time not block innovative new research and theories

n select work that will be of the greatest interest to the readership

n provide editors with evidence to make judgements as to whether articles meet
the selection criteria for their particular publications

n generally improve the quality and readability of a publication (although this is
more a by-product of peer review).

So, fundamentally, peer review maintains standards and ensures reporting is as
truthful and accurate as possible. It helps the layperson or non-expert assess what 
to believe and what to view with scepticism. With the advent of the World Wide
Web, arguments abound that everything should be published and be available 
to everyone for them to make their own evaluations. But how can non-specialists
evaluate and make judgements about things they know nothing about? It is 
difficult enough for scientists outside of their fields of expertise to assess the 
merits of competing claims, and so almost impossible for the layperson. This has led
to the argument that what is needed is more, not less, quality control and the
involvement of the best and most expert individuals to ensure there is genuine
review by peers.13

The peer-review process needs to be handled efficiently and effectively. It must
help journals provide the type and quality of material they are aiming to publish 
for their specific audiences. Reviewers need therefore to understand the quality 
and scope of the journals they review for. They need to be provided with guidelines
on this. Authors need to be ‘trained’ to recognize the scope and standard of paper
that is required for a particular journal. Editors need to select the most appropriate
reviewers, taking care not to overload them. Editors are responsible for ensuring the
quality of their journals and that what is reported is ethical, accurate and relevant to
their readership (see Golden Rule 1).

Golden Rule 1

Editors are responsible for ensuring the quality of their journals and that
what is reported is ethical, accurate and relevant to their readership.
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What does peer review assume?

The peer-review process depends on trust and requires the goodwill and good
behaviour of all the participants, i.e. the authors, reviewers and editor. It assumes
certain things. It assumes that authors are submitting original work that has been
honestly carried out, evaluated and reported. Journals cannot be expected to detect
fraud at the laboratory experimental level – that is not their role. It assumes that
reviewers assess submitted papers to the best of their ability in a courteous and
expeditious manner, respecting the confidentiality of submitted material and dis-
closing any potential conflict of interest. And it assumes that editors evaluate all the
information available to them and make decisions on whether to publish material or
not as fairly and transparently as possible. It is important to remember that it is not
the reviewers who decide what will or will not be published. They assess and advise,
commenting on quality and suitability and alerting editors to flaws and problems,
but it is the responsibility of editors to decide what will be published in their jour-
nals. In making these decisions, it may be helpful for them to bear in mind something
very wise that Stephen Lock, a former editor of the BMJ (British Medical Journal ),
wrote in his seminal book on peer review, ‘A Difficult Balance’, in 1985 (page 129)14:

Peer review does not, and cannot, ensure perfection: scientific journals are
records of work done and not of revealed truth. If they were to insist on absurdly
high standards science would suffer more than it would gain, purchasing reliabil-
ity at the expense of innovative quality.

What is this book trying to achieve?

Given that peer review is used by the vast majority of scientific journals, the funda-
mental role it plays in scholarly publishing and the great importance with which it is
viewed, it should be carried out to the highest possible standards. Peer review is a
very powerful tool if used correctly, but as in every area of life, the whole spectrum
of quality exists, from very poor to excellent. It is also rather an ‘amateur’ activity in
that there is usually no formal training, with most people learning ‘on the job’. My
aim is therefore to provide guidelines for good practice that will be useful to journals
of all sizes, in many scientific disciplines. Although the book is primarily for people in
science, there is much that will be applicable to other scholarly areas, as the general
principles and many of the procedures are the same.

Editorial offices range from organizations where one person does everything to
those where many people are employed. Some journals, particularly large ones, have
central offices that remain through changes of editors and in which a large body 
of expertise has been built up over time. They are frequently overseen by a managing
editor or equivalent. For others, the office moves every time there is a change in 
editor-in-chief. As editors are usually appointed on the basis of their academic
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standing and expertise, and frequently for their visionary aims and aspirations 
for their journals, it is highly likely they may have no direct practical experience of
running a peer-review system, and certainly may never have had to set one up from
scratch. It is not unusual for assistants appointed to have no or very little idea what
to do. Yet, the filing cabinets, computers, and so on may arrive one day at a new
location, and the office will be expected to be up and running the next.

This is a basic ‘how to’ guide for people involved in editorial peer review – journal
editors, editorial office staff and publishers; a handbook that can be dipped into 
as required or read in entirety without too much effort. My hope is that the contents
of this book will be of help to the newcomer to peer review, as well as acting as a
refresher and useful reference for those with experience but who may have gaps in
their knowledge or want to review their current practices. All the practical aspects of
peer review are covered: from how to set up and run an efficient peer-review system
to dealing with unusual and sensitive situations, from manuscript submission to final
decision. Scientific review and publication can get caught up in political, ethical or
moral questions. I hope the book will provide help to editors and editorial office staff
to make things more straightforward and reduce the impact such issues might have
on peer review and decisions on whether or not to publish.

I wanted to avoid swamping readers with references, especially as most editors
and editorial office staff are very short of time, so only those that are useful or
important are given. Two books have been published which will be of interest 
to readers wanting to find out more about specific aspects of peer review and the
research that has been done and is going on. In her book on editorial peer review,
Ann Weller reports the results of a systematic review of published studies on the 
editorial peer-review process, covering all English language studies published
between 1945 and 1997 (she was not able to locate any studies published before
1945).15 The book on peer review edited by Fiona Godlee and Tom Jefferson goes into
many aspects of peer review in the health sciences and is a great source of informa-
tion.16 It is also very readable. There have been five International Congresses held on
peer review since 1989, where research, rather than opinion, relevant to peer review
has been presented. The Congresses were initiated by the Journal of the American
Medical Association (JAMA) following an article by Bailar and Patterson in 1985,17

in an attempt to bring the rigours of scientific enquiry to peer review. Papers pre-
sented at the first four Congresses appeared in JAMA.18–21 Summaries of the presen-
tations given at the latest Congress, held in 2005, can be found on the Congress
website.22 Papers based on the presentations will be published in a number of places.

Chapter 2 starts with the basics – it describes the peer-review process and how to
go about setting up a peer-review system from scratch, or how to improve an exist-
ing one. It gives some thought to the people involved as well as to the systems and
procedures that are needed. The third chapter deals with the first stage of the peer-
review process, a pre-review stage really, but crucial to achieving a successful and
thorough review – manuscript submission, and the checks and evaluations that need
to be carried out to ensure manuscripts are complete and suitable for a journal. If
they are and they make it past the initial assessment, they will go into the full review
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process. This is dealt with in Chapter 4, which covers the whole process: identifying,
selecting and contacting reviewers; sending them manuscripts and all other neces-
sary material; monitoring the review process and chasing up reviewers; receiving
and checking reviews. This chapter describes the checks that need to be made at
each stage and the sorts of problems, or unusual situations, that can arise and how
to deal with them. Answering enquiries from authors (and others) is also covered, 
as this is not always as simple as it seems and there are pitfalls to be avoided. In
Chapter 5 we move on to the decision-making step. The organizational structure for
this will vary from journal to journal, and will depend partly on journal size and com-
plexity and partly on practical considerations. The various possibilities are discussed,
along with the range of editorial decisions that can be made and the factors to take
into account when making decisions, including dealing with dual-use research. Com-
municating decisions to authors is covered and there is consideration of revisions,
resubmissions and the final acceptance stage, along with rebuttals and appeals.

Good practice in peer review is system and business-model independent, so 
the guidelines given throughout this book apply to both paper-based and online 
systems, and to both subscription and author-side-payment business models.
Special considerations that are relevant to either paper or online are given whenever
appropriate. Online submission and review is an important and relatively new area.
Moving to online working and making a successful transition are covered in Chap-
ter 6. This includes information on how to go about choosing an online system, how
to prepare for the move to online working and how to implement a new system. It
also describes what journals can expect after the move and the problems that may
be encountered, with suggestions on how to deal with them.

Peer review could not survive without reviewers – they are truly a precious
resource, and Chapter 7 gives guidance on how they should be treated and offers
some suggestions on ways to compensate them for the time and effort they give to
journals. Authors, reviewers and editors all have obligations and responsibilities, and
ethical standards to which they should adhere. These are described in Chapter 8,
along with conflicts of interest and certain moral dilemmas editors may find them-
selves facing. Chapter 9 covers the various forms of misconduct in scientific research
and publishing, many of which, unfortunately, seem to be on the increase. It includes
advice on how to handle cases of alleged or suspected misconduct, and on where
editors and journals can turn for help. Measures that need to be taken to correct the
literature are also described.

I’ve drawn up a list of 14 basic principles for peer review and called these ‘the
Golden Rules’. As well as being numbered and highlighted in the text (the first
Golden Rule has already appeared, on page 3 of this chapter), they are listed in
Appendix I. This appendix also contains the Peer-Review Good Practice Checklist.
Here, important information from the book is summarized into Key Points and
grouped under various headings. There are three more appendices: examples of vari-
ous checklists, forms, guidance and editorial letters are given in Appendix II; a list
and description of websites of relevance or interest appears in Appendix III; a brief
description of alternative models of peer review is provided in Appendix IV, along
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with details of where to go to find out more about them. Readers are also alerted
throughout the book to things that may be problematic or where they should be
cautious; these are labelled ‘Beware!’ and appear in boxes.

As already mentioned, peer review can be a very powerful tool. It is hoped that the
guidelines in this book will help editors and others achieve the highest standards 
of reviewing practice, to the benefit of both their own journals and scholarly pub-
lishing in general.
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The peer-review process – how 
to get going

The basic process

Whatever the size of a journal and whatever the infrastructure of its organization,
the same basic steps need to be carried out in the peer-review process. Authors sub-
mit manuscripts. These need to be logged, checked to ensure they are complete and
prepared according to the journal’s instructions, and their receipt acknowledged.
Each manuscript then needs to be read by an editor, individually or in consultation
with other editors (members of the editorial board or equivalent), to assess its 
suitability for the journal according to guidelines determined by editorial policy. A
manuscript might then be rejected without external review for one or more reasons
and the author notified. If it is not rejected, it is sent out for review to external
reviewers (which is a requirement of peer review; see Golden Rule 2), the number of
reviewers being determined by editorial policy, most likely two in normal circum-
stances (see Chapter 4, page 52). Review by internal staff editors may complement
this. The reviewers return their recommendations and reports to be assessed by the
editor, who then makes a decision, either on his or her own or in consultation with
other editors, on whether to reject the manuscript (either with or without encour-
agement to resubmit), to accept it pending satisfactory revision, or to accept it as it
stands. For manuscripts accepted pending revision, the authors will submit a revised
manuscript that will go through all or some of the above stages. Once a manuscript
has been revised satisfactorily (more than one revision may or may not be allowed,
again according to individual editorial policy) it can be accepted and put into the
production process to be prepared for publication. This scheme at its most basic is
shown in Figure 2.1. Despite the apparent simplicity of this process, the actual steps
may be quite elaborate and involve a number of people and alternative procedures.
Complications can arise that require problem solving or troubleshooting, and may
lead to unusual steps being taken or different procedures being followed.

The basic scheme described above is system and business-model independent.
However, it is very important that if a journal offers authors the option of paying to
make their articles available for free access on publication, the financial aspects,
including whether or not an author intends to take up the option to pay, are dealt

2

Golden Rule 2

Peer review must involve assessment by external reviewers.
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with after the peer-review process has been completed, or these are kept concealed
from the peer-review process, so as to avoid any potential bias.

The people involved in running the peer-review process

Who does what will vary from journal to journal. In large journals with high numbers
of submissions there will be a team of people involved, some of whom may have 

Author submits manuscript

Manuscript logged, checked and receipt acknowledged

Read/assessed by editor(s)

Rejected without review Sent to external reviewers

Reviews returned

Reviews assessed by
editor(s)

Further review
required

Rejected Accepted pending revision Accepted

Resubmission
encouraged

Resubmission
not

encouraged
Author submits revised manuscript

Read/assessed by editor(s)

Rejected Sent to
external reviewers

Accepted

Reviews returned 

Reviews assessed by editor(s)

Rejected AcceptedFurther revision
needed

Production

Publication

Further review required

Figure 2.1 The basic peer-review process.
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dedicated roles, for example the receiving and checking of manuscripts; sending 
out manuscripts to reviewers, then chasing them for their reviews and co-ordinating
their return; or communicating decisions to authors. There may be a team of in-
house staff editors who assess manuscripts on receipt. In small journals, all these
things, and much more, will probably be done by a single individual. The titles of the
people doing the various jobs may also vary from journal to journal and there is a
lack of consistency in this. The title ‘editor’ (with the editor-in-chief or chief editor
being the main editor – frequently written as ‘Editor’) usually refers to an academic
editor, or equivalent, who will have a high level of editorial input and involvement in
decision making (in this book, the term editor is used in this context). Deputy editor
and assistant editor may denote someone similar but with a lower level of respon-
sibility, or these titles may describe someone with no decision-making powers, basi-
cally someone who is running the day-to-day mechanics of the peer-review process.
In some journals, someone called an editorial assistant may have greater respon-
sibility than an ‘editor’ of some kind elsewhere. Titles are important, both to the 
individuals for their own personal satisfaction and self-esteem, and to outsiders 
so that it helps them understand a person’s role. So when starting a new journal or
setting up a new editorial office, it’s worth putting some thought into what people
are going to be called. If you’re inheriting a journal, it’s also a good idea to take a
look at everyone’s titles to see if they’re appropriate. If you’re overseeing a journal
that’s growing rapidly, consider carefully the titles of new people you appoint, and
take the opportunity to assess those that already exist to see if they need to be
changed, perhaps to reflect specific areas of responsibility or seniority that have
arisen as a result of the journal’s growth. Box 2.1 gives some of the common job 
titles found in journal editorial work. Throughout this book I will use certain titles 
to denote certain roles (as defined in Box 2.2) but readers should be aware that these
roles may be carried out in different journals by people with different titles.

Office organization

How the peer-review process is administered will depend on whether there is one
centralized editorial office managed by an editor-in-chief, managing editor or
equivalent, with subject or handling editors in different geographical locations, or
two or more offices in different locations, possibly dealing with submissions from
different geographical areas. In the former case, all information goes through one
office, which co-ordinates all activity and is aware of the status of everything that 
is going on and knows what everyone is doing – it is the nerve centre of the journal
(or journals if the office is responsible for more than one journal, for example a group
of journals belonging to a society or published by a single publisher). In the latter
case, the various offices need to establish excellent communication channels and
each needs to be aware of what the others are doing in order to maintain harmony 
and consistency.
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With the arrival and increased use of web-based online manuscript submis-
sion and review systems (see Chapter 6), physical location has become much less
important than it is for paper-based systems. Since all information on manuscripts,
reviewers, correspondence, and so on, can be accessed via a computer with an
Internet connection, editorial work can be carried out just as efficiently and effec-
tively if individuals are thousands of miles apart as if they are in adjacent offices.
Sometimes even more so – many editorial staff will have experienced the elusive
local editor who is almost impossible to get hold of, or with whom any communica-
tion is difficult because they still don’t use email directly and have a secretary to field
calls between them and the outside world.

In any journal office, even if certain individuals have specific responsibilities, it’s
important for the other members of the office to know what the jobs of their col-
leagues involve, and to be able to provide cover when required. They need to be kept
up to date with new developments and refinements to systems and procedures.
Whatever the office structure, it is therefore an excellent idea, and good office prac-
tice, to develop an office manual that details all procedures and gives step-by-step
instructions for each of these. Overall responsibility for the manual is best delegated
to one person, but each section should be updated regularly by the person respon-
sible for the procedures in that section. Such a manual is invaluable when cover needs
to be provided for someone, to act as a refresher for those processes that are not
routine, and as a guidance reference source for new staff. If there is more than one
office carrying out the same procedures, it is crucial that the staff liaise to make 
sure these are being carried out consistently and to the same standards. If there is
one main administrative office with handling editors in different locations, either

Box 2.1 Some common titles of people involved in journal
editorial work

Editor-in-chief Managing editor
Chief editor Editorial manager
Executive editor Assistant editor
Deputy editor Manuscript submissions manager
Senior editor Manuscript submissions co-ordinator
Co-editor Manuscript manager
Associate editor Manuscript co-ordinator
Regional editor Editorial co-ordinator
Section or subject editor Editorial administrator
Receiving editor Editorial assistant
Handling editor
Specialist editor
Communicating editor
Advisory editor
Editor



290 Index

online submission and review (cont’d )
offline work requirement, 134
problems, 133–7
users

adding other email addresses to accounts,
137

grumbling, 133
needing extra support, 133–4
reviewers refusing to work online, 

136
using system incorrectly, 134, 135

ORI see Office of Research Integrity
originality of work, 62

page budget, 112, 132
page extent, monitoring, 112, 113
paper record system, 22–4
peer review

as accredited professional activity, 144–5
alternative models, 275–81
assumptions, 4
basic process, 9–10
closed, 41–2
criticisms, 2
definition, 1
education and training, 141
extended, 70
functions, 2–3
good practice see Good Practice Checklist
history, 1
non-return of reviews, 71–3, 182–3
open, 42–3, 161

arguments against, 43
reasons for, 42

post-publication, 276–7
pre-submission, 275
process, 41–85

getting material to reviewers, 60–6
monitoring progress, 66–73
problems, 70–3
stages, 41
see also returned reviews; reviewer

reports; reviewers, finding; reviewers,
selecting

returned see returned reviews
surveys, 2
transparency, 42, 167
see also reviewers; systems, peer review

peer-review score, 144
people in peer-review process, 10–11

roles, 13
personal communications, misrepresentation,

181

personal conflicting interests, 166
plagiarism, 177–8

allegation by reviewer, 76–7
investigation, 186

PLoS see Public Library of Science
PLoS ONE, peer-review model, 280
Polar Research, referee guidelines, 260
policy, journal see journal policy
political issues, 169–70
post-publication review/commentary, 

276–7
prejudice, 164, 167

see also conflicts of interest
presentation of manuscript see manuscripts,

presentation
pre-submission enquiries, 26–8, 149
pre-submission peer review, 275
prior publication, 26, 160, 178
problems

during review, 65–6, 70–1
language see language, problems
in responses to invitations to review, 59
with resubmissions, 109–10

professional bodies, advice from, 188
professional rivalries, 167
progress monitoring, 66–73
Public Library of Science (PLoS), 280
publication, importance of, 2
publication rights, earliest, 196
publication times, 19, 112
publishers

advice on misconduct issues, 188
refusals to publish, 170

QUAD see Quantitative Uniform Authorship
Declaration

quality
of review, 47, 63
of submissions, 113, 132

Quantitative Uniform Authorship Declaration
(QUAD), 153

randomized controlled trials (RCT), 270
see also CONSORT; ISRCTN

RCT see randomized controlled trials
readers, editor responsibilities to, 161–2
rebuttals see appeals
record keeping, 16–20

systems available, 20–4
redundant publication, 178–9
referees see reviewers
reference number systems, 27–8, 33
reference style, 30



Index 291

rejection
after peer review

letters, 267–8
with no encouragement to resubmit, 95,

99, 267–8
with resubmission invited, 95, 97–9, 267

appeals, 103–4
rates, 37
without external review, 37–8

letters, 37, 266–7
reminders

for reviews, 66–70
automatic, 66, 67
final, 69
letter example, 264
message examples, 68–9
schedule, 67–70

for revisions, 105
‘Remove Hidden Data’ tool, 74
report monitoring/circulation, 17, 88
reports, by reviewers see reviewer reports
repositories

material, 181
‘pre-print’, 275

research funding
declaration of sources, 168
handling for misconduct allegations, 184,

190, 191
potential sources of conflict, 165–6

research objectives, 62
research practice guidelines, 147–8
research misconduct see misconduct, author
resubmissions

corrections before, 150–1
dealing with, 107–10
invitation to review, 263
invited, 107–8
non-invited, 109
problems with, 109–10
procedures, 98
revised manuscripts missing revision

deadline, 107
time limits, 98
types, 107

results, soundness, 62
retractions, article, 194–5
returned reviews

cases requiring immediate action, 76–7
checking, 74–7
degrees of completeness, 73–4
logging receipt, 73, 74
wrong review/report, 75, 135
see also reviewer reports

Review Quality Instrument (RQI), 63, 141
reviewer fatigue, 108
reviewer information, 44–8

inactive reviewers, 48
notes section for manuscript, 44, 46
personal data, 45
reviewing activity, 45–7
reviewing standards, 47
updating, 47–8

reviewer lists
checks, 52
compilation, 49–52

reviewer questionnaire, 243–8
reviewer reports

chasing, 67–70
see also reminders

ethics of amending, 77–8
‘ideal’, 78–82

advice to reviewers on preparing, 80–1
major issues, 80
minor issues, 80–1
opinion, 81
premature release, 93
recommendations on publication, 61–2, 81,

89, 91–2
reviewing checklist comments, expansion, 

81
summary, 80
time allowed, 67
timeliness, 47
website access, 140
wrong, 75, 135

reviewers, 139–45
author website access by, 64
accreditation, 144–5
alternative names for, 16–17
anonymity, 41–2, 74, 161, 191
associated material needed by, 63–6

for resubmissions, 108
audit trail, 44
author non-preferred, 51, 52, 249
author suggestions, 50, 249
chasing and reminding, 67–70

see also reminders
contacting in advance, 53–4
database of, 17, 44

removal from, 160
transfer to online system, 130
see also reviewer information

editor responsibilities to, 160–1
feedback to, 139–40

letter, 268
finding, 53–60



292 Index

reviewers (cont’d)
getting material to, 60–6

assignment letter, 263–4
guidance for, 250–60

Clinical Rehabilitation journal, 255–9
Polar Research journal, 260
Royal Society of Chemistry, 250–4

hard copy requests, 136–7
identity see reviewers, anonymity
inactive, 48
information required by, 61–3
inviting see invitations to review
late agreement to review, 264
loyalty development and maintenance,

143–4
misconduct see misconduct, reviewer
non-return of reviews, 71–3, 182–3
number to be used, 52–3

checking, 99
objectivity, need for, 43, 76
obligations and responsibilities, 162–4,

207–8
checklist, 207–8

‘on-hold’, 59, 264
online working refusal, 136–7
personal attributes, 141
personal data, 45
potential conflict of interest, 58
recompense, 142–3
refusing to work online, 136
reminding, 67–70

see also reminders
responses by email, 135
reviewing activity, 45–7
reviewing standards, 47
role, 13
second-time reviews by, 57–8
selecting, 43, 48–53, 206–7

checklist, 206–7
contraindications, 50–1, 52
see also reviewer lists

thanks to, 139, 268
training, 140–1

reviewing forms, 61–3, 73, 238–43
revisions

authors’ responses, 95, 96, 106, 107, 
108

checklists, 209–10, 215
deadlines/time limits, 94, 95, 96, 105
dealing with, 104–7
extensions, requests for, 105
highlighting changes, 106
reminders, 105
reviewing form, 242

Royal Society
of Edinburgh, 1
of London, 1, 116

Royal Society of Chemistry
keyword lists, 48, 247–8
refereeing procedure and policy document,

250–4
referees’ questionnaire, 243–8
reviewing forms, 243

RQI see Review Quality Instrument

Sage Publications, review scales, 239
‘salami publishing’, 151
scholarly publishing organizations, 

188
Schön, Jan Hendrik, 176–7, 195
science, principle of universality of, 

169
Science ( journal), 177, 194, 195

conflicts of interest form, 224–5
Science Editors’ Handbook, 271
scientific literature see literature
scientific misconduct

international committees for, 189
see also misconduct

scope, journal see journal scope
self-plagiarism, 178
significance of work, 62
single blinding, 41
Society for Scholarly Publishing (SSP), 273
space availability, 112–14
‘spam’, avoiding message classification as, 

69, 70
specialist editor

role, 13, 87, 88
see also editors

sponsors, statements of involvement, 157, 162,
167–8

SSP see Society for Scholarly Publishing
statistician, use of, 142
statistics, 17–20

examples, 18–19
STM see International Association of Scientific,

Technical and Medical Publishers
storage requirements, data, 16
study design, 62
study methodology, 62
subject editor

role, 13
see also editors

subject headings databases, 49
supplementary material

kinds, 31
review procedures for, 63–5



Index 293

synthetic biology, 115
systems, peer review

available, 20–4
choice, 14–16
online, 120–2

timeliness of review, 47
training

in data collection and recording, 174
ethical behaviour, 174
for online working, 125, 128–30
reviewers, 140–1

truthfulness, need for in enquiries, 84–5

UK Panel for Research Integrity in Health and
Biomedical Sciences, 189

Uniform Requirements for Manuscripts
Submitted to Biomedical Journals, 28,
271

on agreements with sponsors, 157
on authorship credit, 151–2

on conflict of interest, 164–5
on contributorship policy, 153
on information disclosure, 191

Vancouver Group, 28, 271
Vancouver Guidelines see Uniform

Requirements for Manuscripts
Submitted to Biomedical Journals

visibility, attempts to increase, 50

WAME see World Association of Medical
Editors

websites
author, in manuscripts, 64
organizations, 269–74

Wellcome Trust, 116, 148, 190
World Association of Medical Editors (WAME),

273–4
decision-making policy statements, 90
guidelines, sponsorship of research, 168

World Health Organization (WHO), 30


