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Agenda

3.00-3.30pm: Background  

3.30-4.00pm: Journal reviews

4.00-4.30pm: Responding to reviews



Background



Alternative visions of academia:

A life of the mind Feeding the machineand/or?



Background 

• Much of our job is reviewing

• Rather than 40-40-20, last week was 10-15-75: 
– Two MISQ SE reports

– Tenure and promotion letters for HK and US

– Award committees for AIS

– Grant reviews (Australia and overseas)

– Reference letters for PhD students 

• We also do many other types of reviews:
– School reviews, PhD milestones, external PhD exams, 

recruiting committees, etc.  



Your views?

1. Why do we review so much?  

2. How might reviews vary by purpose, e.g.: 
– PhD milestones 

– Grants 

– Workshops/conferences

– Journals 

– Awards 

3. Do review norms/practices vary by discipline? 

4. How do you know if you are good at reviews? 



Some benefits of reviewing

1. You help   

2. You learn

3. You become part of a community

4. Career pathways open (for more reviews ☺)

Some costs of reviewing

1. You have less time to do your own work

2. You can become egotistical or quick to pontificate

3. You may hurt someone and/or bear reputational costs



MISQ Reviewer of the Year for 2022
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Sarah Lebovitz
University of Virginia

… I just love Sarah's reviewing. She is 
one of my favourites

… Her review was diligent and highly 
useful. 

… What characterizes Sarah's reviewing 
(beyond timeliness, willingness to accept 
new reviews) is a combination of depth 
and breadth: she really gets into the 
details of the empirics, combined with a 
healthy breadth of conceptual resources

… each review has been detailed, highly 
constructive and insightful. 

… I just appreciate the kindness and thought 
put into each review given by Sarah. 

… Sarah's reviews are lovely. They are nitty-
gritty detailed while at the same time steps 
back to give the broader perspectives. She is 
an "active" reader in the sense that she steps 
into the shoes of the narrative, to try to 
understand it from the inside.

Based on recommendations from SEs, AEs, and EIC analysis and selection

  



MISQ Outstanding Associate Editor for 2022

Based on recommendations from SEs and EIC analysis and selection
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Mari Klara Stein
Tallinn University of 

Technology

• Mari is an outstanding AE. She is sharp, structured and timely. 
More importantly, she injects energy, passion and engagement in 
the process that keeps us on our toes for what is important, 
relevant, consequential. 

• Mari engages closely with the manuscript reviewers. She regularly 
makes brilliant, perceptive observations about the argument and 
data of a manuscript, highlighting aspects I might have missed

• Great working spirit, very quick turn-around, and excellent 
attention to scholarly detail. Quite amazing.

• Very quick, responsive in setting up review team; insightful 
comprehensive reports



Journal reviewing



Are journal practices stable? 



Looking at journals with a design lens



Looking at journals with an 
institutional lens

'Plan S' and 'cOAlition S' – Accelerating the transition to full and 
immediate Open Access to scientific publications (coalition-s.org)



Looking at 
journals with a 

competition lens
Dear BSI-ers,
The last brown bag lunch for 2021 will be about 
publishing in Nature journals. Few things give you more 
academic kudos than publishing in a Nature journal, and 
sustainability researchers are lucky to have at least four 
options to choose from: Nature Climate Change; Nature 
Sustainability; Nature Human Behaviour, and Nature 
Communications. 

Cracking one of these journals is not easy, but it 
becomes somewhat easier to the extent you’re aware of 
the implicit rules of the game (which can be quite 
different from your average A* journal in the ABDC list). 
There are a few BSI folk who have published in Nature 
journals over the years … in this brown bag lunch we’ll be 
sharing our collective insights on that process.

The session is scheduled for 12-1 on Tuesday, December 
7th. 



https://www.elsevier.com/authors/tools-and-resources/measuring-a-journals-impact

Looking at journals with a power lens



https://qdr.syr.edu/ati

Looking at journals with a 
transparency lens



Looking at journals with a practice lens



The British Journal for the Philosophy of Science, volume 72, number 3, 

September 2021.

Looking at journals 
as a work-in-
progress



Example: 

Editing innovation 
at MISQ



Which journal innovations to pursue?

• When does a manuscript become an article?

– Pre-prints, early reviews 

• What is in the article versus outside?

– Role of research archives (e.g., OSF, Kaggle)

• What is in the article and how do I find it? 

– Semantics, topics, recommendations/search (push/pull) 

• How can articles be curated? (e.g., issues, other curations)  

–  Human curated, machine curated 

• What should accompany an article? 

• Open reviews + Significance statements + Promotion  + Local language initiatives ?? 

• How should articles be made available? 

• Open access



Initiative Potential Use Case Makes Sense Because Concerns
Open identities of  
reviewers upon 
publication
**  Consider further, but 
not strong support  (done 

during Carol’s term as EIC)

With reviewer permission Gives credit to reviewers; motivates civil, even 
when critical, reviews

May induce some gaming by reviewers, 
but less likely with length of review cycle

Open identities of 
authors and/or 
reviewers during 
review process 
(i.e., single-blind or non-
blind reviews)

**  Do not consider 
further

Methods Article When methodological sophistication is very 
high, the pool of relevant authors and 
reviewers can be very small.  Revealing 
identity may assist with credibility and may 
also assist with alleviating ‘method wars’.

Potential for bias (e.g., trading favors, 
exercising influence, or unwillingness to 
criticize) when identity is known

Research Commentary Refereed by editors/senior scholars, who are 
more impervious to pressures

Issues and Opinions Author/reviewer vantage point may be 
relevant to opinion on issue

Open reports 
(publishing 
reviews)

**  Consider further 
(without reviewer 
identity) (already done 
in our reviewing 
workshops)

Any willing author/review team PhD students/junior scholars get a sense for 
how the review process works

Potential for review process debates to spark 
further research

If review process asked authors to 
remove part of paper, does making this 
available reduce authors’ ability to use 
that part in other papers?

Privacy of reviewers, who may not wish 
specific comments broadcasted, 
especially if coupled with open reviewer 
identity

Notes from MISQ SE Workshop Oct 19, 2021



Initiative Potential Use Case Makes Sense Because Concerns
Interaction 
between authors 
and reviewers

**  Do not consider 
further

Any willing author/review team Allows misunderstandings to be addressed at 
the time rather than waiting months for the 
next cycle to try to clarify the issue.

More work on the review team.  
Reviewer pressure to respond to junior 
scholar P&T pleas/ senior scholar status

Interaction 
among reviewers

**  Do not consider 
further

An SE/AE might coordinate a 
discussion among reviewers to 
resolve conflicting views in the 
review process before sending out 
the packet.

Reduces difficulty for authors and reviewers 
when reviewers have conflicting views and 
when the SE/AE is unable to resolve the 
conflict themselves

Freeloading/groupthink

Open 
participation/ 
PREreview

** Consider further 
(could link with DEI 
initiative)

Leveraging our existing reviewer 
workshop, we ask a high-
performing reviewer from that 
workshop to write a pre-review for 
an incoming manuscript (vetted by 
an experienced reviewer/editor).  
The authors then sharpen the 
paper before formal submission. 

Way to develop/mentor new authors, 
especially those from less advantaged regions 
and give more training to reviewers

Adds coordination costs (for EIC, review 
coordinator, SE).  Decreases pool of 
reviewers when manuscript is submitted 
to journal

Leveraging our existing author 
workshop, we require any paper 
submitted to MISQ from that 
workshop to include workshop 
feedback in the cover letter

Currently, no way for review team to 
determine whether the author used feed back 
from Author Workshop or leverage those 
inputs 

Author and/or review team feels 
constrained by workshop feedback



Initiative Potential Use Case Makes Sense Because Concerns
Open final pre-
production 
version 
commenting

**  Do not consider 
further

Authors who wish help with final 
proofing of their manuscript

Reduce typos and more significant 
publication errors

MISQ potential loss of revenue

Post-publication promotion and 
impact

Help with promotion of papers (e.g., “most 
liked”) and development of collaboration 
teams that otherwise might not occur

Could promote undesirable behaviors 
(e.g., increasing favorable comments on 
your own papers)

Registered 
reports

** Consider further

Could work for individual papers 
(opt-in) or for special issue on a 
controversial topic.

Authors get feedback before they expend 
resources on a potentially costly study.  

Helps with controversial papers (where there 
is a vested interest in the results) or papers 
for which there could be negative reviewing 
outcomes due to biased expectations (e.g., 
I’m rejecting this because the results are 
obvious!  Or I’m rejecting this because the 
results don’t make sense).

Authors might get “scooped” between 
pre-registration and execution

More work on editors, reviewers, authors 
(e.g., check paper against plans)

Could it lead to ‘safer’ or less creative 
studies because of risk aversion?

Could it accidentally signal that we are 
preferring deductive research over other 
genres in our initiatives?

Results-free 
review/ registered 
reports

** Consider further

Same as for registered reports. An 
alternative for authors when the 
window for data collection is not 
in their control.

Avoids bias/vested interest in evaluating 
controversial papers or where biased 
expectations.  

Pertains only to deductive research: “has 
an affinity with normal science”

Others raised in meeting to consider at ICIS: 
- Bring back reject-resubmit? (Sunil)
- Role specification; metaphor to judicial process (Sunil)
- Open pre-review by anyone during a short window; as used in CS (Atreyi)



Disciplinary differences

Given all the above, we should expect some similarities 

and differences in reviewing norms across fields, e.g.: 

– Length and detail of papers and reviews 

– Number of expected revisions

– Focus areas of reviews

– Reviewer/editor/chair roles 

– Degree of support/developmental culture 

– Current trends/changes

– etc… 



Journal reviews 
(in Information Systems)



MISQ

• Information systems in organisations, industry, society 
• Finest scholarship in the field 

Just under 1K submissions per year 
~70 editors, two thirds USA 
Time to accept (from 1yr to 5.5yrs; avg 2.5yrs)
Average # rounds to accept (4.5) 
Average cycle time per round (<60 days)
Quality/impact of papers: ~3-4 = tenure at good US school

Some numbers for context



Understanding categories at MISQ 
https://misq.umn.edu/categories/

• Research article (55 pages)

• Research note (30 pages)

• Research commentary (30 pages)

• Issues and opinions (30 pages)

• Methods article (55 pages)

• Theory and review article:  

– Theory generative research synthesis (65 pages)

– Theory development (55 pages)

Articles in each category reviewed differently:



Reviewer roles at MISQ https://misq.umn.edu/roles/

More detail on TE role at: 
https://misq.umn.edu/research-transparency



Reviewing errors 

• Type I:  Accept a paper that should be rejected 

– We solve this by rejecting all papers !!  (Famous Reviewer 2!) 

• Type II:  Reject a paper that should be accepted (Detmar editorial)

– https://misq.umn.edu/misq/downloads/download/editorial/5/ 

• Type III:  Write the wrong paper (Arun editorial)

– https://misq.umn.edu/misq/downloads/download/editorial/659/ 

https://misq.umn.edu/misq/downloads/download/editorial/5/
https://misq.umn.edu/misq/downloads/download/editorial/659/


Guidelines on reviewing



Guidelines on writing a virtuous review



Common reviewer reminders 

– Page length restrictions, no supplementary materials 

– Decisions not in reviews; no reject-resubmits 

– Transparency policy (suggestions but not reviews)

– Gen AI:  Disclosures, prohibitions (no uploading)



Why is this review process going around in circles?

– My personal observation:  

• We’re all trying to avoid Type III error but we don’t know the best way of 

doing it.  

• Collective uncertainty is healthy – a sign that we are pushing the frontier! 

• The newer and more impactful the paper’s ideas, the harder it is to figure 

out, so we shouldn’t expect consensus  

• We need to be patient with each other while also working towards an 

efficient solution

• We need to be willing to take risks and to learn

Some good stories published here: 
https://www.linkedin.com/company/misqinsider/  

https://www.linkedin.com/company/misqinsider/


Great editors…

1. Are kind!

2. Advocate for great papers 

3. Reach out if they have difficulties

4. Can handle a wide variety of papers 

5. Respect reviewers but not beholden to them

6. Understand journal categories and journal review systems 

7. Engage well with everyone (authors, reviewers, other editors) 

8. Find a balance between assessing the paper they see, and what it could be

9. Are fast within rounds (quick feedback) and over rounds (get to decision quickly) 

10. Manage ethical issues in the review process and outside it (e.g., on social media)

11. Understand how science exhibits fundamentals and fads (e.g., causality, practice turn, etc.) 

12. In final stages, do all they can to reach closure (don’t leave all the details for someone else)



Some common questions 

• How do I become a reviewer or editor?

• How long should my review be? 

• How much time should I spend on my review?

• Why did the editor overturn my decision?

• The editor’s decision was opposite to mine; was my review bad? 

• I know the paper/authors; should I decline the review?



Responding to reviews



Context - types of responses

1. Formal responses to reviewers

– Subject of this talk

2. Formal proposals to the assigned editor

– I’ve done with mixed results – some examples later

3. Informal proposals/emails to the assigned editor

– I’ve only rarely done; mainly re logistics (delays) 

4. Formal appeals to the editor-in-chief  

– I’ve never done



My journal 
publications 
since 2010

Acceptance 
at 1st journal

Acceptance at 
1st journal 

after rejection 
at 1st journal

Acceptance at 
2nd journal 

after rejection 
at 1st journal

Acceptance at 
2nd journal 

after rejection 
at 2nd journal 

Bera et al. 
2011, MISQ

☺

Burton-Jones 
and Grange 
2013, ISR

☺

Bera et al. 
2014, ISR

☺

Burton-
Jones, 2014 
I&O

☺

Persistence – a tale of four papers



A closer look at those rejections

1. Bera et al. 2011

– Rejected at ISR (first round) → Rejected at MISQ (first 
round) 

– Send formal proposal to assigned editor

– SE reconsiders, accepted at MISQ several rounds later 



A closer look at those rejections

2.   Burton-Jones and Grange 2013

– Rejected at MISQ 1st round (option to send ‘new’ paper) 

– Send formal proposal to assigned editor

– Lukewarm response 

– Send to ISR → accepted several rounds later



A closer look at those rejections

3.  Bera et al. in press

– Rejected at ISR 1st round (option to send ‘new’ paper) 

– Send formal proposal to assigned editor

– Accepted at ISR several rounds later 



Lessons for ‘winning them over’
1.  Provide the forest and the trees
2.  Do more than they ask 
3.  Leverage expertise
4.  Don’t play reviewers against each other
5.  Argue politely if you are right
6.  Show that issues are deep
7.  Show that you are human

Sometimes you won’t win ….  
    But …
        8.  The aim is to have impact, not to ‘win’



1. Provide the forest and the trees

• Forest:  provide a summary

• Trees:  provide verbatim point-by-point responses



2. Do more than they ask 

• Additional data in empirical paper 
“[To address problems on the last version…] we therefore conducted a new 
experiment and a follow-up protocol study using stronger manipulations.  
The results of the new experiment confirmed the proposed interaction 
effect.” 

 

• Additional data in conceptual paper 

 “Perhaps the most noticeable of our final changes was that, although not 

asked for by the review team, we felt that we could improve our review of 
the literature on effective use. We therefore carried out a more structured 
review (we had been doing this concurrently over the last year) and we now 
report these results.”



3. Leverage expertise

Burton-Jones and Grange 2013 Bera et al. in press



4. Don’t play reviewers against each other

Our response Reviewer unmoved



5.  Argue politely if you are right



6. Show that issues are deep
Reviewer’s point:

Excerpt from Response 



7. Show that you are human

• Acknowledge error
– Second, although we felt we had used RT correctly, it turned 

out that R1 was right and we had failed to appreciate some 
distinctions in RT between deep structure and data. 

• Ask for help 
– Although I feel confident about my reading of the positivist/ 

quantitative literature, I am not deeply embedded in the 
interpretive/ qualitative literature and so I shared my paper 
with several qualitative researchers before resubmitting it to be 
sure that my reading of that literature was fair.  Based on the 
feedback I received, I feel that my analysis is fair, but I am 
interested in obtaining feedback from the review team on this 
section. 



Sometimes you won’t win

• Dear Andrew
I really hated sending this report.

Can talk about it later, but I think some of your message was lost 
because of side issues you attended to, in part because of prior 
reviewer comments e.g., the ontology versus epistemology issue.

regards
…



But…



8. The aim is to have impact not to ‘win’

• Story of my first publication



You will definitely have bad days…. 

you write for yourself and not for the reader.
…unfortunately by the time you reached 
your actual contribution, I had lost 
interest.

This paper is a throwback to 1980’s theorizing



And you will have good days too…. 

Very well done. It is rare to see such a dramatic 
turnaround from one submission to the next.

I wish we had more papers like yours…. 

I have been reflecting on the papers I have handled over the last year 
and I am writing to you to see if you would submit it again.  It was saying 
something important and in retrospect I should have given it an R&R

In the future, I am sure many IS doctoral programs would include this 
paper as reading materials for students
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