
 
 

GUIDELINES FOR REVIEWERS 

 

Performing a review 

Read the article, additional data files, and auxiliary material thoroughly, referring 

back to the journal if anything is unclear, and requesting any missing or incomplete 

information. Do not contact the authors personally without the consent of the journal. 

Respect the confidentiality of the peer review process and refrain from using 

information obtained throughout the process for your own or others' profit, or to 

disadvantage or disparage others. 

Please notify the journal if you come across any research or publishing ethics 

issues. For example, you could be concerned that there was misbehavior during the 

research or the drafting and submission of the manuscript, or you might detect a 

significant resemblance between the manuscript and a concurrent submission to another 

journal or a published piece.  

When writing the review, stick to the RJBNS rules. Make remarks that may assist 

the writers improve their manuscript by being objective and helpful in your evaluation. 

Be precise in your critique and give supporting evidence with suitable sources to back up 



comments to aid editors in their evaluation. Keep a professional tone and avoid being 

aggressive or rude, as well as making insulting personal claims or unfounded charges. 

Reviewers shall provide comments that will be seen by the authors through RJBNS 

editorial office. It also requests recommendations on whether the manuscript should be 

accepted, modified, or rejected; any advise should be consistent with the reviewer's 

comments. You may provide confidential comments to the editors. Ensure that your 

confidential comments and suggestions to the editors are consistent with your authors' 

report; the bulk of feedback should be included in the report that the writers will see. 

Please examine the review form at 

https://balticnordic.hypotheses.org/peerreview, which asks for input on: 

1. Title of the article: Is it adequate for the content of the article?  

2. Abstract: Does it contain the essential information of the article? Is it 

complete? 

3. Keywords: Do they contain the essential information of the article? Are they 

complete? 

4. Diagrams, photos, archival documents, figures, tables and captions: Are 

they essential and clear?  

5. Scientific merit: rigor, accuracy and correctness 

6. Clarity of expression: communication of ideas; readability and discussion 

of concepts 

7. Discussion of the context of the work, and suitable referencing 

8. Originality: Is the work relevant and novel? 

9. Motivation: Does the problem considered have a sound motivation? All 

papers should clearly demonstrate the scientific interest of the results.  

10. Length: Is the content of the work of sufficient scientific interest to justify 

its length?  

11. Conclusion: Does the paper contain a carefully written conclusion, 

summarizing what has been learned and why it is interesting and useful? 

12. Other suggestions: 

If possible, attempt to accommodate journal requests to examine modifications or 

resubmissions of articles you have previously read. It is beneficial to reply quickly if a 

journal contacts you about your review and to supply the necessary information. 

Similarly, contact the journal if anything important comes to light after you've published 

your review that may have an impact on your initial criticism and suggestions. Maintain 

the confidentiality of the review process and do not release manuscript details after peer 

review unless you have permission from the author and the journal. 

 

https://balticnordic.hypotheses.org/peerreview


Please be mindful of: 

Expertise 

Potential reviewers must provide RJBNS with authentic personal and professional 

information that represents their expertise, as well as confirmed and accurate contact 

information. If you are requested to assess an article submitted to RJBNS, please agree 

only if you have the necessary expertise and can make an objective judgment. When 

asked to assess, it is advisable to point out any knowledge gaps. 

 

Potential conflicting interests 

Make a list of any competing or conflicting interests. Bring it up if you're unsure if 

you have a competing interest that would prevent you from assessing. Personal, financial, 

intellectual, professional, political, or religious disagreements may occur. If you are 

currently working at the same institution as any of the authors, or if you have been 

mentors, mentees, close collaborators, or joint grant holders within the previous three 

years, you should decline to review. Furthermore, you should not agree to analyze a 

manuscript just to have a sneak peek at it without meaning to submit a review, nor should 

you agree to investigate a manuscript that is highly similar to one you are working on or 

that is being considered by another journal. 

 

Timeliness 

Even if you are unable to complete the review, it is polite to reply to a peer review 

request in a timely manner. If you believe you are qualified to analyze a paper, you 

should only agree to do so if you can finish the review within the time range specified or 

mutually agreed upon. Please notify the journal as soon as possible if your circumstances 

change and you are unable to complete your initial commitment or request an extension. 

If you are unable to review, provide recommendations for other reviewers based on their 

knowledge and without regard for personal concerns or the article's purpose of achieving 

a certain conclusion (either positive or negative). 

 

Further reading (which served as inspiration for our guideline): 

https://publicationethics.org/files/cope-ethical-guidelines-peer-reviewers-

v2_0.pdf 

https://publicationethics.org/files/cope-ethical-guidelines-peer-reviewers-v2_0.pdf
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