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Peer reviewers as ‘co-authors’ 

❖ They are ‘gate keepers’ and ‘experts’ in your field (not always) 

❖ They help you to improve your articles 

 

❖ How peer reviewers’ comments are used by editors? 

❖ Reviewers can be challenged 

❖ Not all reviewers are sensible or respectful

❖ A peer-reviewed paper is NEVER perfect 



Be prepared to read unpleasant comments no matter your career stage

https://shitmyreviewerssay.tumblr.com/

https://scirev.org/ 

https://shitmyreviewerssay.tumblr.com/
https://scirev.org/


What do editors want from peer reviewers?

➢ Whether or not the paper fits with the journal’s aims and scope (suitability)

➢ Whether or not the paper contributes to new knowledge (originality) 

➢ Why this topic matters (significance) 

➢ Methodological rigor (rigor)

➢ Theoretically-informed (beyond being descriptive)

➢ If the paper can be ‘saved’ or not 

➢ Other more detailed stuff:

❑ Particular statements, arguments, etc. 

❑ Referencing 

❑ Language 

❑ Structure 

❑ Elements of methodology 

❑ Ethical issues 

❑ Readability 



Top reasons why peer-reviewers and editors reject manuscripts



Theorising your paper 

➢ Key theories used (concepts, languages, arguments, etc.)

➢ The theorisation informs research design, data analysis, discussion, and key 
argument(s) made 

➢ Different theoretical positioning leads to different arguments (journal articles are 

critical conversations between scholars to advance knowledge in the field)

➢ Not simply describing your findings, even for quantitative studies

➢ Not for all journals (many low-quality journals do not need this)



Contribution to new knowledge 

➢ New empirical findings to advance theories and practice 

➢ New theories to interpret a social phenomenon and/or to engage with significant 
debates/arguments 

➢ New theoretical concepts or frameworks 

➢ Validations and large quantitative data sets for quants 

➢ Situated in current, international and local literature 

➢ Situated in clear contexts (but with international interests or significance)



Rigorous research design  

➢ Informed by theoretical frameworks

➢ Clear research questions/arguments  

➢ Well justified methods/tools 

➢ Detailed sampling and participants 

➢ Theoretically-informed data analysis 

➢ Ethical considerations 

➢ Contextualisation 

➢ Researchers’ bias/subjectivities 



What do authors want from peer reviewers? 

➢ That my paper is perfect and accepted with no corrections … 

➢ Critical comments on areas for improvement 

➢ Constructive suggestions on how to improve 

➢ Encouraging words 

➢ Respect 

➢ Sensitivity https://www.menti.com/4o3sqs9orj 

https://www.menti.com/4o3sqs9orj


What do peer reviewers want from peer reviewing? 

➢ Learn about new knowledge 

➢ Learn about recent developments in a (new) field

➢ Learn from experiences and mistakes 

➢ Contribute to academic citizenship 

➢ Stepstones to journal editorial boards and editorial roles 

➢ Give others a hard time 

https://www.menti.com/4o3sqs9orj 

https://www.menti.com/4o3sqs9orj


How to write a peer review? 

➢ Start with overall impressions 

❑ Is this topic important? 

❑ Does it fit with the journal’s aims and scope? 

❑ Does it contribute to new knowledge?

❑ Is it clearly written and well structured? 

➢ Breakdown of comments

❑ Title/abstract 

❑ Introduction 

❑ Literature review 

❑ Theoretical framework

❑ Methodology and methods 

❑ Findings 

❑ Discussion/Conclusion 

➢ Comments by pages/lines (sometimes annotated) 
A longer example here

Reviewer%20Comments%20Example.pdf


What do you think about those reviews? 



A person-centred, sensitive approach 

Do not make assumptions on things that you cannot tell from reading the article!!!

E.g. gender, native language

“Please ask a native English speaker to proofread and edit this paper … ”



Being invited for peer reviewing 

❖ Visibility 

❑ Publications 

❑ Website profiles 

❑ Social media 

❑ Networking 

❖ A proactive approach

❑ Self-registration 

❑ Early Career Reviewer Scheme

❖ Mentorship



Peer Reviewing, Special Issues, and Editorial Boards 

❖ Peer reviewing experiences as stepping stones

❖ Special issue guest editors  

❖ Open applications (e.g. ECR, Global South)

❖ Self-recommendation 

❖ Identify your key journal(s)



Writing Abstracts 

❖ An independent ‘little story’ that gives a nutshell of your paper

❖ Different ways of writing an abstract - no one-size fit for all

Example 1:
- Statement of problem 

- Policy/social context

- Key focus 

- Key methods 

- Main findings 

- Key arguments 

- Practical/policy/research implications 

- (Research gaps)

- (Theoretical framework) 



Example 2: Professor Frederick Ato Armah

Journals are increasingly requesting the submission of a “graphical” or “visual abstract” alongside the body of the article. This 
is a single, concise, pictorial and visual summary of the main findings of the article. 
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