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Overview

• Generic points

• Dos and don’ts

• Types of reviews
– Manuscripts

– Grants
• External 

• Panel member

– Promotion and tenure

– Internal peer review

• Trends



Wise men…

• It has been said that 
democracy is the worst 
form of government…
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Wise men…



Wise men…

• It has been said that 
peer review is the worst 
way to judge excellence 
except for all the others 
that have been tried. 

Sir James Kellner





Peer review…

• Writings of Hippocrates and 
Aristotle -- none

• Biblical texts -- some

• Galileo – heliocentrism

• John Snow – miasma theory

• Royal Society – Darwin

• Journals (JAMA, Science) – 1940s

• Peer review congress (1990s)



Peer review

• Social transaction

• A scientific duty

• A generous act

• Also a burden…

• But rewarding

– You learn

– You get noticed

– You get invitations



Peer review 

• A good review

– Constructive (and NOT 
insulting)

– “your office neighbour”

– Separate major vs. minor 
comments

– Separate fixable vs. non-
fixable things

– Strive to help 







Peer review for journals

• Journal context

– Acceptance rate

– Audience

– Impact

• Process

– Editor review (intercept?)

– 2-3 peer reviews

– Deliberation

– Decision



Peer review for journals

• Your role:

– Critique paper

– Make a recommendation

– But NOT a decision

– Separate:
• Comments to authors

• Comments to editors

– Sometimes:
• Answer direct questions

• Give numerical scores



Grant reviews

• Different types:

– Panel member

– External reviewer

• Some aspects generic

• Need to explain (and 
sometimes DEFEND) 

• Nuances of scoring

• Relativity considerations

• Conflict of interest



Promotion and tenure reviews

• Tricky

• Reviewing people’s files

• Quite personal

• Institutional context

• Historical precedents

• My experience:
– Almost always thumbs up

– But an opportunity for 
constructive feedback

– Academic duty



Internal Peer Review

• IPH signature program

• Key element of Eyes 
High strategy

• Creates ‘community’

• “yes”

• Less rigid:
– Can be tailored

– Can be iterative

– Can be phased

• Expected…
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Peer review science

• Evolving science:
– Research into peer review

– Research into:
• Non-anonymized review

• Reliability/reproducibility

• Biases and conflict of interest

• Impact/relevance of fast-track reviews

• Burden of peer review

• Alternative models

• etc




