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Agenda 
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Introductions & Land Acknowledgement

What is peer review?

Understanding preprints

Power, privilege, and exclusion in academic publishing 

Introduction to PREreview 

How to Write Fair and Constructive Reviews 

Discussion and Q&A 

Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials



Why is it important 
to share research?
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The 5 W’s of Sharing Research

• Who should share their research? 
• What research should be shared? 

• Data, protocols, published papers, preprints 
• When should researchers share their work?
• Where can research be shared? 

• Journals, preprint servers, conferences, online platforms  
• Why should researchers share their work?

• Transparency, advancing knowledge, fostering collaboration, 
increasing impact 

• How can we share research effectively? 
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What are some 
challenges and 

considerations that 
exist around sharing 

research?
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The research cycle 

Module 5, Lesson 4 of NASA TOPS Open Science 101, 2023-12-06 (v 1.0.0) - CC BY 4.0  Zenodo 10.5281/zenodo.10161527
6

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.en
https://zenodo.org/records/10161527


The research cycle 
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The traditional research cycle is not perfect…

• Often opaque, hiding decision-making and influences
• Tends to prioritizes Western knowledge, marginalizing 

diversity
• Unequal access and participation worldwide
• May reinforces hegemonies and a monoculture of knowledge
• Can perpetuates inequities in who contributes and benefits



What is a preprint?

8Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



Defining a preprint 
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A preprint is a scientific manuscript that is uploaded 
by the authors to a public server. The preprint 
contains data and methods, but has not yet 

undergone journal-organized peer review.

— Modified from ASAPbio Preprint FAQ section

Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

https://asapbio.org/preprint-info/preprint-faq#qaef-637
https://asapbio.org/preprint-info/preprint-faq#qaef-637


Defining a preprint 

10

A preprint is a scientific manuscript that is 
uploaded by the authors to a public server. The 

preprint contains data and methods, but has not yet 
undergone journal-organized peer review.

— Modified from ASAPbio Preprint FAQ section

Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

https://asapbio.org/preprint-info/preprint-faq#qaef-637
https://asapbio.org/preprint-info/preprint-faq#qaef-637


Have you ever read 
a preprint?
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There number of preprints is growing

12Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

Source: Sciety website https://sciety.org/about

https://sciety.org/about


Preprint review adoption is growing too!

13Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

Avissar-Whiting M., et al. (2024) 
Recommendations for accelerating 
open preprint peer review to improve 
the culture of science. 

PLoS Biol 22(2): e3002502. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3
002502

https://doi/
https://doi/


Why might 
someone share 
their work as a 

preprint? 
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Motivations for sharing preprints

15Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



What is Peer 
Review?

16Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



Defining peer review  
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Peer review is the evaluation of work by one or 
more people with similar competencies as the 
producers of the work. It functions as a form of 

self-regulation by qualified members of a 
profession within the relevant field.

     —Wikipedia

Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



Have you ever been 
involved in the peer 

review process?
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What are your 
impressions of peer 

review? 
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Depictions of Peer Review

20Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

• What can we deduce from 
this cartoon? 

• Who holds the balance of 
power? 

• Does this align with your 
experiences? 

• Is this a fair depiction?



Depictions of Peer Review

21Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

• What can we deduce 
from this cartoon? 

• Does this align with 
your experiences? 

• Is this a fair depiction?

https://twitter.com/digitalsci/status/781860071831642113

https://twitter.com/digitalsci/status/781860071831642113


What are “qualified members”?

22Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

• Gatekeepers: senior editors, 
reviewing editors, peer reviewers

• Gatekeepers are mostly males from 
Global North (esp. North America) 
• Murray et al., 2019 (bioRxiv) 

https://doi.org/10.1101/400515

• Is this truly representative? 

https://doi.org/10.1101/400515


What are “qualified members”?

23Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

While they may participate in peer review process, the contributions of 
many early career researchers (ERCs) are not recognized



Peer review is inequitable and unsustainable

24Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

• The pool of reviewers is small and often insufficient for the number 
of review requests

• The composition of the reviewer pool is homogenous in many 
dimensions

• Most reviewers are male, mid- or late-career researchers selected 
by journal editors as “experts” in their field

• Yet, most have never received any formal training in conducting 
peer review



There must be a 
better way…
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What aspects of 
peer review are 

beneficial? 

26Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



What aspects of 
peer review should 

change? 

27Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



Let’s rethink peer 
review!

28Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



A new definition  of peer review

29Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

Peer review is constructive, clear and 
actionable feedback to research 

outputs shared openly, performed by 
someone who has expertise and/or 

experience relevant to the work.
     —PREreview



Types of peer review

30Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

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

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


What makes peer 
review open?

31Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



A new definition  of peer review

32Slide content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

• Open identities: Authors' & reviewers' identities are known to each other

• Open reports: Review reports are published online

• Open participation: Anyone can contribute to the review process

• Open interaction: Discussion between authors & reviewers &/or between reviewers

• Open manuscript posting (as preprints prior to journal-led peer review): Manuscript drafts 
can be posted online on preprint servers prior to a journal submission

• Open final-version commenting: Open commenting on the final version of record (VOR)

• Open platforms (“decoupled review”): Independent discussion sites enable community 
review of manuscripts

*Adapted from Ross-Hellauer T. What is open peer review? A systematic review  [version 2; peer review: 4 approved]. 
F1000Research 2017, 6:588  (https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.11369.2)

https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.11369.2


The power of preprints

33Slide content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



Power and  
privilege in 
academic 
publishing 
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People make up the publication system

35Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



Take a moment to 
reflect on your own 

positionality 

36Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



The Power Flower

37Source: e-campus Ontario

• Positionality: an individual’s 
unique combination of social 
identities, lived experiences, and 
values 

• The Power Flower helps us to 
identify our own intersecting 
identifies and how they may 
contribute to oppression and 
privilege

https://teaching.uwo.ca/pdf/teaching/TL-module2-decolonizingtheacademy-learninguide.pdf



Systems of Oppression

38Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



Our understanding of the world shapes our research 

39Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



The anatomy of systemic oppression

40Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



How do we interrupt oppression (in peer review)?

41Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



Avoiding the blaming and shaming trap

42Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



“Either-or” thinking is also often not true

43Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



Have you witnessed 
or experienced bias 
and oppression in 

scholarly research?

44Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1



How might open 
peer review 

promote and uphold 
the values of 

EDIDA?
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What is PREreview?

46Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

• Platform for reviewing preprints openly and collaboratively
• Focuses on engaging early-career researchers in peer review
• Promotes constructive, inclusive, and transparent 

feedback
• Offers tools, templates, and training for writing fair reviews
• Works to challenge bias and inequity in scholarly publishing
• prereview.org/resources 

http://prereview.org/resources
http://prereview.org/resources


Examples of Resources 

47Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 1

•Reviewer Guide
•Bias Reflection Guide
•Review Assessment Rubric
•And many more 
•prereview.org/resources 

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484086
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484086
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484051
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484051
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484071
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484071
http://prereview.org/resources
http://prereview.org/resources


Have you ever 
written a peer 

review or received 
one? 

48



Writing a review step by step

49Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Contending with bias 

50Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2

Bias is a disproportionate weight in favor of or against 
an idea or thing, usually in a way that is closed-

minded, prejudicial, or unfair.
  —Wikipedia

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bias


Types of bias 

51Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



What are some 
examples of “bias” 

in peer review?
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Writing a peer review 

53Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

54Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



A “biased” statement

55Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2

The senior author is at a late stage of their career and 
therefore is likely to be very experienced. Knowing this 

helps me feel more confident in the accuracy and 
reliability of the data and conclusions.



Writing a peer review 

56Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

57Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

58Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

59Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

60Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

61Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

62Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

63Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

64Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2

Major Concerns 

• Unethical approach to research question, data 
collection and/or analysis

• Conclusions that are not supported by the data

• Contradictory conclusions

• Not accounting for and/or not appropriate 
discussion of study limitations and major 
confounding variables that can affect the results

• Issues with experimental design including 
insufficient sample size or data, improper 
controls, inappropriate methodology and/or 
statistical analyses

Minor Concerns 

• Technical clarifications (e.g., the authors should 

clarify how a reagent works)

• Data presentation/visualization

• Typos, spelling, grammar, and phrasing issues*

• Missing/wrong references/citations

* Poor spelling and/or grammar ≠ poor research



Writing a peer review 

65Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2

• It is important to consider not only what is being cited, but also who is 
being cited
• Whose voices are represented? 
• Whose work is cited?

• As reviewers, we cannot recommend a diverse citation if our library, 
our knowledge isn't “diverse”
• This is a tool we can use to evaluate our own citation practices 

Okune, Angela. (2019). Self-Review of Citational Practice. Zenodo

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861


Writing a peer review 

66Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Examples of feedback

67Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

68Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Writing a peer review 

69Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2



Helpful Resources by PREreview

70Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2

• Bias Reflection Guide
• Reviewer Guide
• Review Assessment Rubric
• PLOS Peer Review Center
• COPE Ethical guidelines for peer reviewers
• ‘Editorial Peer Reviewers as Shepherds, Rather Than Gatekeepers’
• Okune, Angela. (2019). Self-Review of Citational Practice. Zenodo

For more resources of this collection, visit their Zotero library here

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484052
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484052
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484087
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484087
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484072
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5484072
https://plos.org/resources/for-reviewers/
https://plos.org/resources/for-reviewers/
https://publicationethics.org/files/cope-ethical-guidelines-peer-reviewers-v2_0.pdf
https://publicationethics.org/files/cope-ethical-guidelines-peer-reviewers-v2_0.pdf
https://asbmr.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/jbmr.4319
https://asbmr.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/jbmr.4319
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3066861
https://www.zotero.org/groups/5078412/open_reviewers_workshop_-_crohns__colitis_foundation_journals/library


Activity: Simulated 
Peer Review 

71



Simulated Preprint Review  

72Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2

Step 1: Choose a paper from your Zotero library you are familiar with. 

Step 2: Read the paper first for understanding, then through a critical, 
but constructive lens. 

Step 3: Use the PREreview review template to write a constructive 
review of one minor/major concern 



Activity: Simulated 
Preprint Review 
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Simulated Preprint Review  

74Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2

Step 1: Find a short computer science paper on arxiv.org  or a NeurIPs 
short paper  
 Suggestion: https://arxiv.org/abs/2501.12948  

Step 2: Read the preprint first for understanding, then through a critical, 
but constructive lens

Step 3: Use the PREreview review template to write a constructive 
review of one minor/major concern 

https://arxiv.org/abs/2501.12948


Reflect on your 
“mini review” 
experiences

75



Food for thought

76Content adapted from PREreview Champions training materials, Module 2

• How did you make space for uncertainty or diverse perspectives in 
your comments? 

• Were there moments where bias or assumptions might have shaped 
your review? How can we be mindful of our biases when reviewing 
preprints?  

• What does it mean to write a review that is both critical and kind?



Any Questions?
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Thank you!
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