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The Peer Review Process
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Just as authors must disclose financial relationships and

Editorial Decisions

conflicts of interest, reviewers have a responsibility to
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Why Peer Review?
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Reject

Table.
Tips for Authors in Responding
to Peer Reviewer Feedback15

Tip

A manuscript can be rejected for a number of reasons.
As previously described, it may be rejected outright
because it does not fit the scope of the journal.

Additional Guidance

1. Get mad.
Although criticisms can sting, realize that 		
Then get over it.
most scientific manuscripts require revisions.
		Vent to a colleague, and then get over it
before taking any future action.
2. Consider what the
editor’s decision
letter really says.

		
		

If your manuscript has been rejected, accept the
decision and consider another a journal. If major
revisions were requested, consider whether you
can adequately address the reviewers’ concerns,
and be prepared for potential rejection or additional
requested revisions after resubmission. If minor
revisions are needed, address the concerns and
promptly resubmit the manuscript.

3. Wait and gather
your thoughts.

Take at least a day to process the decision letter
and feedback before moving forward.

4. Even if the reviewer
is wrong, it does
not mean you are
right.

Perhaps the reviewer missed or misunderstood
something in the manuscript. Rather than explain
why the reviewer is wrong, consider what you can
do to provide clarity in the manuscript.

5. Choose your
battles wisely.

		

Most authors will be asked to make numerous
changes. If you believe a requested change is
erroneous or will diminish the quality of your
manuscript, it is appropriate to respectfully disagree.
However, if a request will not alter your intended
meaning, make the change.

6. Do not pit one
reviewer against
another.
		
		

Never respond to a criticism by arguing 		
that the other reviewer did not find fault
with a particular part of a manuscript.
Respond to each reviewer as if he 		
or she was the only reviewer.

7. Be grateful for the
reviewers’ and
editors’ time.
		

Most reviewers are volunteers who are merely
pointing out ways to improve a manuscript.
Thank them for their time and for their feedback—
both negative and positive.

8. Restate the
reviewer’s or
editor’s comment
when responding.

Copy the reviewer’s exact comment into the
document; likewise, copy the exact edits made
from the revised manuscript. These steps make the
re-evaluation process easier and faster.

9. Be prepared
to cut text.
		

Journals are expensive and space is limited.
The editor may ask that text or graphic elements
be deleted or published online only.

10. Do not submit the
same version to
another journal.

Reviewers at the next journal are likely to find the
same flaws. Thus, take advantage of the feedback
received and revise your manuscript accordingly.
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Alternatively, the reviewers may identify serious
methodologic flaws that cannot be corrected with a
revision, or the manuscript may simply not be deemed
a high enough priority for publication (eg, is similar to
other studies recently published, does not add
substantially to the existing literature). 1,8 Authors
should be aware that “reviewer ratings are not averaged;
often, a single cogent negative review leads to rejection
of a manuscript.”8(p73)

Appealing a Rejection
Some journals have policies that all rejections are final,
whereas others (including the JAOA) may consider
arguments of the authors.7 If an appeal policy is not
available on the journal’s website and the author decides
to appeal a rejection, he or she should direct the appeal
and any complaints (eg, quality of the reviews) to the
editor of the journal.1 For an appeal to be taken seriously
by the editor, the author must make a “convincing case to
the editor that the reviewers seriously misjudged [the]
manuscript.”1(p133) It is never acceptable to berate or insult
the editor or reviewers, demand decision reversal, or
accuse the editors of bias. Such reactions are likely to get
the authors banned from the journal or, at the very least,
lead to a bad reputation.
Day and Gastel1 recommend that authors consider the
reviewers’ comments carefully. If the manuscript has
serious flaws, it is best to not resubmit the manuscript
elsewhere, as doing so could damage an author’s
reputation. 1 However, “If the work was deemed
competent but not of high enough priority, [the author
should] take advantage of any useful suggestions from
the reviewers, and promptly submit the manuscript to
another journal.”1(p133)
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Conclusion

9.

Peer review is the standard method for evaluating the
quality and value of scientific research. Reviewers’
comments should be seriously considered by authors
before manuscripts are revised and resubmitted and
before appeals for reconsideration of rejection are made.
(doi:10.7556/jaoa.2015.114)
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