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Macrostructure:
paragraphs, 
sentences, flow



The Title
• Signals the field and scope
• Includes your main point
• Arouses interest of the readers



The Introduction
• Set the context from general to 

specific
• Show that the research area is 

important/interesting/relevant
• Establish a niche

• Show need for your work
• Occupy the niche

• Announce your main points
• Announce structure of article



The Conclusion
• Specific ➙ general
• Repeat key points
• Broader implications, future 

directions



Microstructure:
paragraphs, 
sentences, flow



Paragraph
• Paragraph usually starts 

with a topic sentence which 
summarises its “point”.



Sentences
• Don’t pack more than one idea into one sentence.
• Goal, solution

• e.g. To infer the origin of the Ebola outbreak, we …

• Old/new information pattern
• e.g. There are a number of methods for multilocus phylogenetic analysis (Bininda-

Emonds et al. 2002; de Queiroz and Gatesy 2007; Liu et al. 2009). Many of these 
methods proceed by inferring the single evolutionary tree that best fits the entire data 
set. Such “averaging” over multiple loci presumes that these loci share a common 
evolutionary history.
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What is peer review?
• Independent evaluation of an academic article, usually by an 

anonymous expert
• Helps the editor decide what to publish
• Helps the authors improve their work



Why peer review?
• Be a good citizen
• Stay at forefront of research
• Sharpen your critical thinking skills
• Impress the editor
• For review papers specifically:
• They are designed to be short and easy to read
• You might learn something
• You can have a say in developing a consensus for your field



How does peer reviewing a review article 
compare with reviewing a research article?

Similarities
• Be professional and objective
• Understand the journal’s 

guidelines and expectations
• Your task is to help improve the 

manuscript

Differences
• Good communication and 

accessible writing are important 
for research but essential for 
review articles
• No methods, statistics, analyses to 

evaluate in reviews
• Novelty should be assessed on the 

discussion rather than on results
• Distinguish consensus from author 

opinion in reviews
• Timeliness of a review article is 

critical

https://researcheracademy.elsevier.com/navigating-peer-review/certified-peer-reviewer-course/33-peer-review-review-article



Duties as Referee
Specifically for reviewing review papers:
• Assess significance
• Verify accuracy
• Improve clarity



Significance
• Is the topic addressed important/interesting? (Does the review 

say why?)
• How original is the review? (Compared with existing reviews of 

field?)
• Considers the topic from a different angle
• Different interpretation of the same results
• Writing for a different audience

• Are the results reported significant?



Accuracy
• Are all claims backed by evidence?
• Are the evidences relevant/reliable/sufficient?
• Are methods/results appropriate and well-described?
• Is important relevant work omitted?
• Does the review suffer from any bias?
• Is the review balanced?



Accuracy
• Are the concepts explained correctly according to the current 

understanding in the field?
• Is terminology defined and used in a consistent and accepted way?
• Does the manuscript cite important recent research? Are the data

and conclusions from the cited publications faithfully represented? 
Does the manuscript cite any disputed or discredited studies?
• Are author hypothesis vs. prevailing opinion vs. undisputed fact 

accurately delineated?
• Would a non-expert reader come away with a correct 

understanding of the topic?

https://researcheracademy.elsevier.com/navigating-peer-review/certified-peer-reviewer-course/33-peer-review-review-article



Clarity
• Is the review well-organised?
• Do title/abstract accurately reflect content?
• Is there the right level of detail?
• Are there language issues or typos?
• It’s crucial that language and phrasing is clear and unambiguous to 

avoid confusion or misinterpretation.

https://thenode.biologists.com/another-look-at-peer-review-reviewing-review-articles/resources/



Clarity
Figures
• Are the figures well designed, well presented and intuitive? 
• Would additional figures, boxes or tables help to clarify text and 

illustrate important key points?
• Schematic/abstraction vs. reproduction of research results
• Legibility of small text



Courtesy
• Criticise the work, not the authors
• Mention also positive aspects
• Offer constructive criticism
• Don’t write things that you would not say in person



Be specific
• Try to be specific – refer to line or page numbers if you have 

concerns with a particular statement.



Iteration Process
• Reviewers’ comments sent to the Editor
• Authors make changes and respond to comments
• Revision with comments sent back to the reviewers
• Editor asks reviewers if they are happy?... 
• If not repeat...



Normal Timescale to do a peer review
• Normally from 1 week to 1 month
• Repeated duration if iterated
• If delayed, the Editor might decide instead


