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Conflicts of Inter est

Journalpublicationis the backboneof scholarlyresearchandit is an essentiakelementof the
advancemenbf knowledge. Yet, like mosthumaninstitutions(suchasvoting in Florida), it is
imperfect.In recognitionof someof theissueghatcanarise thepapeif1] providessomeguidelines
for reviewers,whoserole is essentiato the publicationprocess.

Unfortunately the review processs inherentlyone of conflict of interest. Institutionsin mary
culturesrecognizethe dangersof conflict of interest,and clearinstancessuchasnepotism,are
legally andsocially forbidden. Scholarlypublication,however, canonly proceedby seekingthe
assistancef expertswho may be either competitorsor collaboratorsof the submittingauthors.
Sinceconflict of interestis unavoidable,it is essentiathatjournalsoperateunderguidelinesthat
ensureobjectvity andfairnesgo the greatespossibleextent.

With theseconcernsn mind, the purposeof this noteis to suggesguidelinesfor review practice.
In somecaseghesesuggestionsnerelyarticulatewhatis common,althoughnot necessarilyuni-
versalpractice.ln othercasesthesesuggestionareradicalandundoubtedlywill becontroversial;
however, to me, all of thesesuggestionseflectcommonsensendfair play.

Thesesuggestionshouldnotbeviewedasconcretgroposaldor changerather they aremerelyin-
tendedo promoteopendiscussiorandconstructve dialogueonissueghatareof utmostmportance
to the scholarlycommunity

The presentnote complementg1]. In particular [1] discusseshe responsibilitiesof reviewers,
while the currentpaperfocuseson theresponsibilitieof editors.



SomeSuggestions
Authors must be allowed to submit anonymously

The suitability of a manuscriptfor publicationmust be basedon an objective evaluationof its

contents. The name,rank, affiliation, prior accomplishmentgor failures), nationality gendey

ethnicorigin, haircolor, etc.,of theauthoranustplay norolein thereview process Somejournals
permitblind reviewing ([2,3]), althoughtheidentity of authorcaneasilybediscernedn specialized
areaf research.n addition,anauthorcandeliberatelymake his or heridentity known through
thetext or referencdist of the paper However, sinceeachpapemustbejudgedsolelyonthemerit

of its contentthe identity of the authorsis of no relevance. Consequentlyarny authorswho wish

to protecttheir anorymity mustbeallowedto do so.

Onepotentialdifficulty with anorymity is percevedplagiarism.A reviewermaynoticethatverbiage
in amanuscripts identicalto verbiagan apublishedoaper If theauthorist of thepublishedpaper
overlapstheauthorlist of themanuscripthowever, thereis no problem. Theeditorcansettlesuch
issueswith minimal effort.

Editors must seekpermissionbefore sendingmanuscriptsto reviewers.

Reviewersareboundby anagreemenbf confidentialityconcerninghe contentsof a manuscript.
Yet, editorsoftensendmanuscriptso reviewerswithoutthe consenof thereviewer. Thereviewer

who recevesthe paperis placedin a potentially difficult position, namely s/heis obligatedto

respecthe confidentialityof amanuscripthatthey have notasledto see.

Someeditorsquerypotentialreviewersbeforesendingthe paperto themfor review. This practice
hasatleasttwo principalmerits: Theeditorconfirmsthattherevieweris appropriatdor the paper
andtheeditorrecevesassurancéom thereviewer thatthey will cooperaten completingatimely
review. Theeditormayseeksuchconsenby sendinghereviewer a brief descriptionof the paper
or perhapghetitle andabstract.Thisis easilyaccomplishedia email.

However, the editor shouldnot sendthe entire contentsof the paperto a potentialreviewer with-
out prior consentsince doing so unilaterally forcesthe reviewer to respectconfidentiality of a
manuscriptAn unpublishednanuscripis proprietarymaterialandthusit shouldnot betransmit-
tedindiscriminately If apotentialrevieweris working onrelatedresearctwith imminentplansfor
submissions/hemay not wantto be placedin the positionof reviewing a competingmanuscript.
Editorshave aresponsibilityto respect potentialreviewer’s desireto avoid suchconflicts.



Reviewsthat are not basedon objectivity must be discarded.

While therole of therevieweris to give anopiniononthesuitability of a paperfor publication this
opinionmustbebasedn objectie criteriato thegreatespossibleextent. Thisis notauniversally
acceptedoractice;someeditorsinsist that the opinion of expert reviewers musthold sway even
without substantiationIf areviewer judgesa paperto be of poor quality, s’Themustgive specific
examplesto substantiatehat opinion. If the reviewer judgesthe contentsof a manuscriptto be
insignificant,thens/heis obligatedto demonstratevhy thatis the case A review thatsaysnothing
morethan“not interesting"or “not surprising"is a non-review; it hasno validity andshouldbe
discardedvithout beingtransmittedo the authors.Reviews thatfail to provide anobjectve basis
for their evaluationhave no meritandcanhave no bearingon a publicationdecision.

Journals must guaranteetimeliness.

Timelinessis essentiato publicationsincepriority is critical to the researctprocess.Therefore
journalswhosereasorfor existencas thepublicationof thework of researcherfiave anobligation
to publishin atimely manner The time to returnreviews to authorsmustbe guaranteedy the
journal.

Sometimesa manuscripts not suitablefor a journal for topical reasons.Suchdecisionsarethe
responsibilityof the editor, andshouldbe renderedvithin a few weekswithout exception.

A guarante®f timely publicationundoubtedlyraisesseriousproblemsfor editorswhorely onthe
assistancef volunteereviewers.Yet, thisdifficulty doesnotabsole thejournalof its obligationto
evaluatesubmittedmanuscriptsn atimely manner A reviewer who doesnot respondo arequest
for reviewsin atimely mannerosesthe opportunityto commenton the paper Lik ewise,aneditor
who obtainsreviews but fails to rendera decisionin atimely mannerprovidesa disservicejf not
irreparableharm,to theauthors.

Shouldthe editor be unableto obtainreviews or rendera decisionin the guaranteedime period
(notedby the journalin its submissiorrules),thenthe papermustbe publishedasis andwithout

exception.Not doingsodevaluestheauthorswork andrepresenta failure of thejournal’s review
process.

Conclusions

Thesesuggestion®n editorial practiceand responsibilityentail an increasedourdenon editors,
whoarelargelyvolunteer Yettheintentof thesesuggestionss to emphasizéhatscholarlyjournals
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have anobligationto respectaindpracticebasictenetsof fairnesgo submittingauthors.A journal
is very mucha public institutioninasmuchasthereare no prior constraintson who may submit
a manuscript. While incorvenient,thesesuggestionseflectsimple commonsense which must
underliethe actwities of this importantinstitution of the scholarlytradition. Althoughwe cannot
cleanup voting in Florida, we canseekto minimize theimperfectionan our own institutions.
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