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Ethical Guidelines for peer Reviewers

The process peer review in all its forms plays an important role in ensuring the integrity of the
scholarly record. Peer reviewers play a central and critical part in the peer-review process, but too
often come to the role without any guidance and may be unaware of their ethical obligations.

Basic principles to which peer reviewers should adhere

Peer reviewers should:
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respect the confidentiality of peer review and not reveal any details of a manuscript or its
review, during or after the peer-review process,

declare all potential conflicting interests, seeking advice from if they are unsure
whether something constitutes a relevantinterest,

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,

not allow their reviews to be influenced by the origins of a manuscript, by the
nationality, religious or politicalbeliefs,genderorothercharacteristicsofthe
authors,orbycommercialconsiderations,

acknowledge that peer review is largely a reciprocal endeavour and undertake to carry
out their fair share of reviewing and in a timely manner,

be objective and constructive in their reviews, refraining from being hostile or
inflammatory and from making libellous or derogatory personal comments,

declareiftheydonothavethesubjectexpertiserequiredto carryouttherevieworif
theyareableto assess only part of the manuscript, outlining clearly the areas for which
they have the relevant expertise,

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 relevantinterest,

respond in a reasonable time-frame, especially if they cannot do the review, and without
intentional delay,
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onlyagreetoreviewamanuscriptiftheyarefairlyconfidenttheycanreturnareview
withintheproposed ormutuallyagreedtime-frame,informingthejournalpromptly
iftheyrequireanextension,

notagreetoreviewamanuscriptjusttogainsightofitwithnointentionof
submittingareview,

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

declinetoreviewiftheyhavebeeninvolvedwithanyoftheworkinthemanuscriptor
itsreporting,

declinetoreviewifaskedtoreviewamanuscriptthatisverysimilartoonetheyhavein
preparationor under consideration at anotherjournal,

ensuresuggestionsforalternativereviewersarebasedonsuitabilityandnotinfluenced
bypersonal considerations or made with the intention of the manuscript receiving a
specific outcome (either positive or negative),

notinvolve anyone else in the review of a manuscript, including junior researchers they are
mentoring, withoutfirstobtaining permissionfromthejournal;thenamesofany
individualswhohavehelped themwiththereviewshouldbeincludedwiththereturned
reviewsothattheyareassociatedwiththe manuscriptinthejournal’srecordsand
canalsoreceiveduecreditfortheir efforts,

keep all manuscript and review details confidential,

inthecaseofdouble-blindreview,iftheysuspecttheidentityoftheauthor(s)notifythe
journalifthis knowledge raises any potential conflict of interest,

notifythejournalimmediatelyifthey comeacrossanyirregularities,have concerns
aboutethical aspectsofthework,areawareofsubstantial similarity between the
manuscriptand aconcurrent submissiontoanotherjournalorapublishedarticle,or
suspectthatmisconductmayhaveoccurred during either the research or the writing and
submission of the manuscript; reviewers should, however, keeptheirconcerns
confidentialandnotpersonallyinvestigatefurtherunlessthejournalasksfor further
information oradvice,

notintentionally prolong the review process, either by delaying the submission of their
review or by requesting unnecessary additional information from author,

bear in mind that the editor is looking to them for subject knowledge, good judgement, and
an honest andfairassessmentofthestrengthsandweaknessesoftheworkandthe

manuscript,

makeclearatthestartoftheirreviewiftheyhavebeenaskedtoaddressonlyspecificparts
oraspects of a manuscript and indicate which these are,

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,

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

** notmake derogatory personal comments or unfounded accusations,

** be specific in their criticisms, and provide evidence with appropriate references to
substantiate general statementssuchas, thisworkhasbeendonebefore’,tohelpeditors
intheirevaluationanddecision and in fairness to the authors,

** rememberitistheauthors’paperandnotattempttorewriteittotheirownpreferred
styleifitis basically sound and clear; suggestions for changes that improve clarity are,
however, important,

** be aware of the sensitivities surrounding language issues that are due to the authors
writing in a languagethatisnottheirown,andphrasethefeedbackappropriatelyand
withduerespect,

** make clear which suggested additional investigations are essential to support claims made
in the manuscriptunder considerationandwhichwilljuststrengthenorextendthe

work,

% notprepare their report in such a way or include comments that suggest the review has
been done by another person,

** notpreparetheirreportinaway thatreflects badly or unfairly on another person.
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