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Miguel Torga (Diário, 1943)

“É difícil, isto de a gente se explicar. Não há conversa em que 

me empenhe a fundo da qual não saia cheio de ideias que queria pôr 

sobre a mesa, nítidas e precisas, e que não fui capaz de trazer à luz do dia 

naquela hora. Só depois de a discussão passada, de o caso arrumado —

geralmente pelo adversário—, é que surge no meu espírito a expressão 

exacta e desejada do que era preciso dizer.”



Paper submitted by authors

Editor-in-Chief

Associate Editor

Reviewers

“[…] defined as obtaining 
advice on individual 
manuscripts from 
reviewers expert in the  
eld who are not part of 
the journal’s editorial staff ”
(Committee on Publication Ethics)

Peer review







“…democracy is the worst form of government, 
except for all the others that have been tried before”

(Winston Churchill, 1947)

• Resource consuming, slow, inconsistent, prone 
to bias, low capacity to detect errors/fraud,…

Peer review



• Reviewer acts as an advisor to the editor

• Declare any conflicts of interest (e.g. personal, business, 
professional); decline to review if relevant

• Confidentiality, courtesy & constructiveness - authors 
will be grateful, editors will remember

• Keep up with deadlines

• Aim at the highest standard of reviewing quality, and 
don’t let the author’s names affect your judgment

General principles



Research question
• Is it innovative? If confirmatory does it really add up 

to current knowledge?

• Does it matter for clinicians, policy makers, public 
health authorities, or the society/general public?

• Does it have the potential to change clinical 
practice or stimulate further significant research?

• Negative results welcome provided that the 
research question is good and the answer is valid.



Originality
• Literature search by reviewer: has this been done 

before? If so, is the present study better with regard 
to design, sample size, methods, data analysis,…?

• If research not original provide editor with 
references

• If authors missed important previous work provide 
references



Validity & quality
• Is the study designed to provide valid answers to 

research question(s)?

• Strengths and weaknesses?

• Critical analysis: population, data collection, 
statistics (if not an expert just say so), conclusions 
(supported by the data?)

• Provide opinion on images, graphics, tables: all 
needed? any errors? well organized and attractive?



Other aspects
• Does the paper read well overall?

• Text length: adequate, too long or too short?

• Is the type of paper suited for the journal, and for 
the section it was submitted to?

• Language: is it suitable?

• References: well selected? adequate number?



Ethics

• Approval by appropriate ethics committee

• Patient confidentiality

• Other concerns (even if approved by EC)



Reviewer report to the editor (1)

• Structured, concise
• General impression, why is the paper important 

(or not) and to whom
• Strenghts and weaknesses
• Point by point list: 1) major suggestions and 

criticisms, 2) minor points (may include 
typographical errors)



Reviewer report to the editor (2)

• Final recommendation to the editor (i.e. reject, 
major revision, minor revision, accept in present 
form)

• Confidential comments to the editor concerning 
particularly sensitive issues such as suspected 
research misconduct or fraud

• When done: re-read it from the point of view of 
the author before submitting
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