
Ethical Guidelines for Reviewers 

The Blue Nile Journal of Agricultural Research (BNJAR) is committed to maintaining a rigorous, 

fair, transparent, and ethical peer-review process. Reviewers play a critical role in safeguarding 

the quality and integrity of the scholarly record. By accepting an invitation to review for BNJAR, 

reviewers agree to conduct their assessment in accordance with the following ethical principles. 

1. Maintain Objectivity and Impartiality 

Reviewers must evaluate each manuscript fairly, objectively, and independently, based solely on 

its scientific quality, originality, methodology, significance, and relevance to the journal. 

Reviewers must not discriminate against authors on the basis of characteristics unrelated to the 

scientific quality of their work, including: 

• Race or ethnicity; 

• Religion or belief; 

• Gender or sex; 

• Nationality or geographic location; 

• Age or career stage; 

• Institutional affiliation; 

• Academic status; or 

• Other personal characteristics. 

The scientific merits of the manuscript should be the primary basis for the review. 

2. Declare Conflicts of Interest 

Reviewers must disclose any actual, potential, or perceived conflict of interest before accepting an 

invitation or as soon as a conflict becomes apparent. 

Potential conflicts may include: 

• A recent or ongoing collaboration with one or more authors; 

• A close personal or professional relationship with an author; 

• Direct competition with the authors or their research group; 

• Financial or commercial interests related to the manuscript; 

• Institutional interests that could affect impartiality; 

• Personal disputes or significant professional disagreements; or 

• Any other circumstance that could reasonably compromise the reviewer's objectivity. 

If a conflict of interest exists, the reviewer should decline the invitation and inform the editor. 

3. Maintain Strict Confidentiality 

Manuscripts submitted for peer review are confidential documents. 



Reviewers must not: 

• Share the manuscript or supplementary materials with anyone without permission from the 

editor; 

• Discuss the manuscript or its findings with colleagues or other individuals; 

• Copy, distribute, or archive unpublished manuscript content for personal use; 

• Use unpublished information, data, methods, or ideas obtained through peer review for 

their own research or personal benefit; or 

• Contact the authors directly regarding the manuscript unless specifically authorized by the 

editor. 

All information obtained through the peer-review process must remain confidential. 

4. Use of Artificial Intelligence and Other Technologies 

Reviewers must protect the confidentiality of manuscripts when using digital tools. Reviewers 

should not upload manuscripts, unpublished data, figures, tables, reviewer reports, or other 

confidential manuscript content into public or third-party generative AI systems unless BNJAR 

has explicitly authorized such use and the system provides appropriate confidentiality and data-

protection safeguards. Reviewers remain fully responsible for the content and recommendations 

contained in their review report. AI-generated or automated assessments must not replace the 

reviewer's own expert judgment. 

5. Provide a Constructive and Evidence-Based Review 

A reviewer should provide a clear, constructive, comprehensive, and scientifically justified 

assessment. 

A good review should: 

• Identify the major strengths and weaknesses of the manuscript; 

• Assess the scientific validity of the methodology and analysis; 

• Explain concerns clearly and provide evidence where appropriate; 

• Distinguish major issues from minor issues; 

• Suggest practical improvements where possible; and 

• Help authors strengthen the manuscript. 

Comments should focus on the research and manuscript, not on the personality, competence, or 

character of the authors. 

6. Avoid Personal, Offensive, or Defamatory Comments 

Reviewers should maintain a professional and respectful tone. Comments that are insulting, 

sarcastic, discriminatory, threatening, defamatory, or unnecessarily dismissive are inappropriate. 

Critical assessment is an essential part of peer review, but criticism should be directed toward the 

methods, evidence, interpretation, presentation, and conclusions, rather than toward individuals. 



7. Assess the Scientific Methodology and Evidence 

Reviewers should carefully evaluate whether the research methods are appropriate for the stated 

objectives and whether the conclusions are supported by the evidence. 

Depending on the nature of the study, reviewers should consider: 

• Research design; 

• Sampling strategy and sample size; 

• Data collection procedures; 

• Experimental or observational methods; 

• Statistical analysis; 

• Modelling approaches; 

• Data quality; 

• Reproducibility; 

• Interpretation of results; 

• Limitations and uncertainties; and 

• Ethical considerations. 

Reviewers should not request additional experiments, analyses, or citations unless they are 

scientifically necessary and reasonably justified. 

8. Identify Potential Research Misconduct 

Reviewers should alert the BNJAR editor to any serious concerns regarding: 

• Plagiarism or substantial text reuse; 

• Duplicate or redundant publication; 

• Fabrication or falsification of data; 

• Manipulation or inappropriate presentation of images; 

• Inappropriate authorship; 

• Undisclosed conflicts of interest; 

• Ethical approval concerns; 

• Misrepresentation of previous research; or 

• Other potential breaches of research or publication ethics. 

Reviewers should not investigate suspected misconduct independently or contact the authors about 

allegations. Such concerns should be communicated confidentially to the editor, who will 

determine the appropriate course of action. 

9. Identify Significant Similarity and Relevant Literature 

If a reviewer identifies substantial similarity between the manuscript under review and a previously 

published or submitted work, the reviewer should notify the editor and provide relevant 

information where possible. Reviewers may recommend relevant literature that the authors should 



consider. However, reviewers should not require authors to cite their own publications or particular 

journals solely to increase citation counts or personal academic impact. 

10. Respect the Independence of the Authors 

Reviewers should provide recommendations rather than attempt to impose their own preferred 

research approach. A manuscript should not be criticized simply because the authors have chosen 

a different but scientifically valid: 

• Methodology; 

• Theoretical framework; 

• Model; 

• Interpretation; 

• Dataset; or 

• Research approach. 

Recommendations should be based on scientific validity and the requirements of the research 

question, rather than personal preference. 

11. Complete Reviews Within the Agreed Timeframe 

Reviewers should make every reasonable effort to complete their review within the deadline 

provided by BNJAR. If additional time is required, reviewers should contact the editorial office as 

soon as possible. If a reviewer realizes that they cannot complete the review within a reasonable 

timeframe, they should decline the invitation promptly rather than unnecessarily delay the editorial 

process. 

12. Do Not Use Peer Review for Personal or Professional Advantage 

Reviewers must not use confidential information obtained through peer review to: 

• Advance their own research; 

• Obtain a competitive advantage; 

• Develop or modify their own research before publication; 

• Seek financial or commercial benefit; or 

• Influence academic or professional decisions unrelated to the review. 

The peer-review process must never be used for personal, professional, or financial gain. 

13. Reviewer's Recommendation 

Reviewers should provide recommendations that are consistent with the evidence and reasoning 

presented in their report. 

Possible recommendations may include: 



• Accept; 

• Minor revision; 

• Major revision; 

• Resubmit for further consideration; or 

• Reject. 

Reviewers should explain the basis for their recommendation clearly. The reviewer's 

recommendation is advisory, and the final editorial decision remains the responsibility of the 

BNJAR editorial team. 

14. Respect the Peer-Review Model 

Reviewers must respect the peer-review model adopted by BNJAR. Where reviewer anonymity 

applies, reviewers must not attempt to identify the authors and must not disclose their own identity 

to the authors through the review process. Reviewers should also avoid language or comments that 

could unintentionally reveal their identity. 

15. Notify the Editor of Any Change in Circumstances 

If a reviewer discovers a conflict of interest, realizes that the manuscript falls outside their 

expertise, or becomes unable to provide an impartial review after accepting the invitation, they 

should immediately notify the BNJAR editorial office. The editor will determine whether the 

review should continue or whether another reviewer should be invited. 

16. Final Principle: Review as You Would Want to Be Reviewed 

Peer review should be rigorous but respectful, critical but constructive, and independent but fair. 

Reviewers are encouraged to follow the principle: Provide the kind of review that you would want 

to receive as an author: objective, evidence-based, constructive, respectful, and focused on 

improving the quality of the research. By following these principles, BNJAR reviewers help 

strengthen the quality, credibility, transparency, and integrity of agricultural research and 

contribute to a trustworthy scholarly publishing system. 

 


