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Announcements



Last Lecture Today

Three more class sessions after today:
Wednesday 30 April: I Papers reviewed: X1 and X2,

I Discussion chaired by X3 and X4
respectively.

Wednesday 7 May: I Papers reviewed: X3 and X4,
I Discussion chaired by X5 and X6

respectively.
Wednesday 14 May: I Papers reviewed: X5 and X6,

I Discussion chaired by X1 and X2
respectively.

Blackboard reviewing continues throughout this period.



Round 2

Wednesday 21 May: Deadline to submit:
I A revised version of your paper in response

to the reviews
I Responses to reviews and comments made

during discussion.
I Detailed list of changes

Please submit all at the same time in one post!



I Title your post with the title of the original paper, but with
“— Revised Version” appended, e.g.

A new algorithm for modelling worms — Revised
Version

I Recall the original instructions:
5 pages without references, including abstract, intro,
conclusions.

I Submit to your group forum as a new thread



Reviewing and discussing revised papers

Review revised paper: (Due June 4) (Short in most cases)
I Have the reviews been satisfactorily

addressed?
I Is the paper acceptable?
I Submit in Blackboard as a reply to the

revised paper.
Discussion in Blackboard: (Continues until June 18) I

Replies to reviews;
I Discussions or revised paper, responses and

reviews.
I Submit to Blackboard as replies to the

revised paper.



Responding to referee reports



Attitude towards referees

“But my friends are in there”



Attitude towards referees

“But my friends are in there”



Attitude towards referees

“But my friends are in there”



Attitude towards referees II

I The refereeing process (usually) works. It prevents us
from publishing mistakes and helps us improve our
papers.

I An example where it would have worked (were it used) on
next slide.



Cold Fusion Debacle

I In 1989, Stanley Pons and Martin Fleischmann believed
that they had discovered a process to produce nuclear
fusion in a chemical cell at room temperature.

I They agreed to simultaneously publish with Steven Jones,
who had been working on nuclear fusion in the earth’s
core, via a similar mechanism. E.g. both groups send their
papers to Nature on the same agreed date.

I However, Fleishchmann and Pons wanted to establish
priority (perhaps pressured by one of their universities),
so,

I held a press conference prior to submitting;
I submitted to a lesser journal

I Within 6 months, their work was widely discredited, and
even referred to as an example of pathological science.



Counterexamples

I George Zeig proposed the idea that many elementary
particles are not elementary at all but are made up of
other, unobserved particles. This paper was never
published.

I Murray Gell-Mann’s paper of the same idea did get
published, because he did not claim they actually existed.
(In fact, he called them “quarks”).

I Here is a paper cataloguing Nobel-prize class articles
which were rejected by at least some journals:

I Campanario, Juan M. “Rejecting Nobel class articles and
resisting Nobel class discoveries.” Nature 425.6959 (2003):
645.

I http:
//www.hibrain.net/hibrain/qna/download/
Rejecting%20Nobel%20class%20articles-2.doc

http://www.hibrain.net/hibrain/qna/download/Rejecting%20Nobel%20class%20articles-2.doc
http://www.hibrain.net/hibrain/qna/download/Rejecting%20Nobel%20class%20articles-2.doc
http://www.hibrain.net/hibrain/qna/download/Rejecting%20Nobel%20class%20articles-2.doc


How to respond to referee reports



Williams’s 3 Rules

Taken from
How to reply to peer review comments when submitting papers
for publication, by Hywel C. Williams Journal of the American
Academy of Dermatology 51.1 (2004): 79-83.

http://eprints.nottingham.ac.uk/859/2/How_to_reply_to_referees.pdf
http://eprints.nottingham.ac.uk/859/2/How_to_reply_to_referees.pdf


Rule 1: Answer completely

All of the referee’s comments should be responded to in
sequence. E.g.

I Referee 1
I Comment 1 — The referee says that the work is an

“exciting new development”. We thank the reviewer for
finding our work interesting.

I Comment 2 — The referee is unsure why we can apply
equation 7, which applies only to independent variables.
We thought it was obvious that the Xs are independent,
but we were wrong. We have added the argument that they
are as the second paragraph of section 3.

I Referee 2 — etc.



Rule 2: Answer politely

I Remember the referees have put time into the review,
without pay.

I You may disagree, but respectfully disagree. Williams says,
“Make your referees feel valued.”

I Even when the referees themselves are rude (which
happens), respond in an objective fashion.

I Avoid implying that the referee does not know the field, or
completely dismissing their view.

I Try to find some common ground.
Bad: We totally disagree;

Better: We agree on these points, but . . .



Rule 3: Answer with evidence

I If you disagree with the referee, back it up
I Strong argument;
I Facts supported by references that you cite in your reply.



Other rules

I Don’t reply immediately.
I Definitely don’t reply immediately. Read the reviews twice,

thrice, before replying.
I Write your response, but then sit on it for a day. Reread it

before submitting.
I But do respond as quickly as you can.
I Don’t try to guess who the reviewers are. I don’t think you

can and it is not helpful.



Problem — for the rest of class

I Here is a paper published in a journal which claims to be a
“peer-reviewed” journal

I and three referee reports (made up by me).

Get in your groups and come up with a reply to the editor
(which will hopefully get this paper published).

http://www.scientificexploration.org/journal/jse_22_4_radin.pdf
http://www.scientificexploration.org/journal/

	Announcements
	Responding to referee reports
	How to respond to referee reports

