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VII. Details of the Peer-Review Process 

A. THE EDITOR’S RESPONSIBILITIES AND SOME ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The editor is responsible for receiving and safeguarding submitted manuscripts 
through peer review, and for guiding accepted manuscripts through production, 
communicating regularly with authors and the publisher along the way. The editor 
screens all submissions, omitting clearly inappropriate manuscripts, and then sends the 
rest through the review process. (If in doubt about the appropriateness of a submission, 
the editor should send it out for review.) 

 
Objectivity of Decisions 

 
The editor makes an accept/revise/reject decision on each submitted manuscript not 

eliminated through the initial screening after receiving advice from two or more carefully 
chosen reviewers. Reviewers may be deputy editors, associate editors, “outside” ad hoc 
reviewers, or some combination thereof. The editor does not delegate responsibility for 
the decision on a manuscript’s disposition of the paper to the reviewers, whose function is 
advisory only. Before making each decision, the editor should evaluate the performance of 
the reviewers, try to reconcile inconsistencies in the comments and recommendations of 
the different reviewers, and whenever possible, ensure that the decision on the paper is 
consistent with the standards and criteria used for decisions on other papers. The editor 
may seek the advice of her or his deputy editors when difficulties arise or when a 
professional or personal relationship with the author(s) might undermine objectivity. 
 
Authorship 
 

ASA policies regarding questions of authorship and the acknowledgment of 
significant contributions to manuscripts are dealt with in the Association’s Code of Ethics 
(1999 edition). Editors must adhere to the Code of Ethics in all aspects of their work as 
editors, and should read and understand the Code, including especially the sections 
regarding Plagiarism, Authorship Credit, Publications Process, and Responsibilities of 
Reviewers. See Section 16 of the Code of Ethics for these particular sections. 

 
Plagiarism 
 

If during the editor’s initial reading, or during the formal review of a manuscript, an 
instance of plagiarism is suspected, the editor may attempt to informally mediate a 
resolution by using the strategy from the policies and procedures of the ASA Committee 
on Professional Ethics (as stated in the ASA Code of Ethics). This approach is particularly 
appropriate when the author is a recent PhD or a graduate student. The most important 
lesson for authors to learn in such cases is that if they have indeed plagiarized another 

http://www.asanet.org/images/asa/docs/pdf/CodeofEthics.pdf
http://www.asanet.org/images/asa/docs/pdf/CodeofEthics.pdf
http://www.asanet.org/images/asa/docs/pdf/CodeofEthics.pdf
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author’s work they have seriously violated the Code of Ethics, as well as the general ethics 
of all scholarly professions. 
 

 An editor’s initial effort to address suspected plagiarism may be informal. For 
example, the editor could make a preliminary phone call to the author, noting the 
suspected violation and making sure the author understands the severity of the problem. 
Note, if the suspected plagiarism was discovered by a reviewer, the editor must protect 
the confidentiality of the blind review process. Subsequent to this conversation, the editor 
would follow up with a formal letter to the author and send a confidential copy to the 
Chair of the ASA Committee on Publications. This letter should state that, regardless of 
the favorability of the reviews, the article, or any subsequent revision of it, will not be 
published in the journal, and that the review process has been halted on the basis of this 
discovery. 

 
Editors have the discretion to decide whether this consequence (immediate rejection of 

the manuscript and confirmation of this action to the Committee on Publications) is 
sufficient. However, if a situation were to come before an editor that was more egregious, 
and if the author is a member of the ASA, attention could be—and probably should be—
brought to the attention of the Committee on Professional Ethics. If the author is not an 
ASA member, the editor may bring the situation to the attention of the Chair of the 
Committee on Publications (as stated above) for an appropriate response. 

B. PROCESSING AND TRACKING MANUSCRIPTS  

Currently, most editors use ScholarOne’s Manuscripts to process and track 
manuscripts. However, an incoming editor can choose the method that seems most 
efficient to him or her and that enables accurate and continuous tracking of each 
confidential manuscript that enters and leaves the office. The editor, or any author 
inquiring about the status of a manuscript, must immediately know a manuscript’s 
current status in the peer-review process. It is the editor’s responsibility to ensure both the 
confidentiality of manuscripts and the timely and accurate delivery of information to 
authors about the status of their manuscripts. 

Whether an editor chooses to use Manuscripts, another electronic tracking system, or a 
system combining electronic files and standardized ways of handling the physical 
manuscripts and computer files, there are several important steps that must be followed. 
These include: 

 
1. A Standardized System for Processing New Manuscripts 
 

Check to make sure the author(s) have included all required items: The corresponding 
author should have enclosed a cover letter; the complete manuscript file (including title 
page, abstract, text, endnotes, references, tables, figures/illustrations); and the $25.00 
submission fee. 

http://www.asanet.org/images/asa/docs/pdf/CodeofEthics.pdf
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If one or more required items are missing, contact the author to request missing 
materials. The manuscript cannot enter the review process until all items are in hand. 
 
2. A Way to Inform the Author(s) that the Manuscript Has Arrived 

The manuscript-tracking program should be set up with an e-mail response to 
acknowledge receipt of the manuscript, inform the author of the manuscript log number, 
and promise a status report within three months. 
 
3. A Double-Blind Peer Review System 

When sending manuscripts to reviewers, an editor should keep the reviewers’ 
identities from the author(s) and keep the authors’ identities from the reviewers. On 
receipt, and before entering peer review, all manuscripts should be thoroughly checked 
(both text and reference lists) and identifying references should be removed. If the author 
has been careless and many such references appear on the pages, the editor should return 
the paper and ask the author(s) to prepare it for a double-blind review. 

All manuscript copies sent to reviewers should be identified only by manuscript 
number and title.  

All reports to the author from reviewers should be identified only by manuscript 
number and title. 

Likewise, all confidential reports from reviewers to the editor should be identified only 
by manuscript number and title. Reviewers should be aware that their reports to the 
editor will NOT be shared with the authors. 

 
4. “Tickler” Systems  

Any manuscript tracking system should track two time-sensitive events that are 
crucial to the editor in his or her efforts to maintain a reasonable editorial lag (three 
months or less between manuscript receipt and decision date): late reviews and “old” 
manuscripts in review. 

(a) Late reviews. Editors must know if a reviewer or associate editor is late in 
returning a review, as editors depend upon reviews in making their editorial decisions 
within appropriate time limits. A peer-review system should identify late reviews at 
approximately four weeks after review requests are sent; then again at six weeks, eight 
weeks, and ten weeks. “Late” reviewers should be informed (by telephone or e-mail) at 
these times that their review has not been received but is still very much needed (see 
Appendix L for sample “reminder” letters). Generally, if a review is not forthcoming after 
about two months, it is advisable to assign an additional reviewer—one who can turn 
around a review quickly. 

(b) “Old” manuscripts in review. Because one of an editor’s responsibilities is to return 
a decision to author(s) in three months or less, editors must know which manuscripts 
have been in review the longest. If a manuscript has been in the system for two months or 
more, editors should make substantial efforts to secure any outstanding reviews and to 
make the editorial decision within the three-month target interval.  

 

http://www.asanet.org/documents/journals/pdfs/editors/Appendix_L_Reviewer_Reminder_Letter.pdf
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6. Reports  
The manuscript-tracking software can produce a number of reports easily to ensure 

the editor can manage the peer-review system and track manuscripts efficiently through 
production. Editors will need to view a summary of editorial activity for given time 
intervals. For example, editors want to keep track of the numbers of manuscripts 
submitted, editorial lags, production lags, rejection and acceptance rates, and so on. 
Knowing these statistics help an editor guide her or his efforts, and those of the office 
staff. These statistics also are needed for reporting to the ASA, which requires an annual 
summary of journal office activities. (See Appendix F for a sample report and Appendix I2 
for using SAGETrack to pull the data for the annual report.) 

In addition, the manuscript-tracking system can produce a report on reviewer 
performance (e.g., reviewers who are currently working on reviews, manuscripts a 
reviewer was assigned, which reviews have been completed, what recommendations 
were made, average review turnaround time). Manuscript reports show the editor the 
manuscripts currently in review. Reports of manuscripts under revision help an editor 
identify the manuscripts most likely to be successful on the next round or two of reviews. 
In planning the content of journal issues, editors also find it useful to view reports of 
accepted manuscripts: the number currently in queue for production, and so on. 

C. SELECTING AND TRACKING REVIEWERS 

Reviewer selection should be made on the basis of the editor’s knowledge of the 
competence, conscientiousness, and fairness of potential reviewers. If editors lack 
knowledge of a potential reviewer for a paper, they should consult with others (e.g., 
deputy editors) who might be more knowledgeable. Selection of reviewers should be 
made carefully, never randomly or haphazardly, from lists of volunteers or of persons 
classified according to their specialties. ASA can provide copies of its membership and 
faculty directories, which can help editors in this regard. Editors should try to include 
women and minorities among the reviewers, but in no case should the choice be made 
without knowledge of the qualifications of the reviewer. Scholars whose work is criticized 
in a paper may serve as a reviewer of that paper, but only if the editor takes the potential 
bias of the reviewer into account when deciding the disposition of the paper. Although 
exceptions may be made when there is a dearth of qualified reviewers, departmental 
colleagues, former students, former professors, close friends, or those believed to have any 
enmity toward the author(s) should ordinarily not be used as reviewers. Authors may 
suggest potential reviewers for their papers, but editors should evaluate each suggestion 
carefully before making an assignment. 

 
1. Number of Reviewers 

Editors must assign a minimum of two reviewers to each new manuscript sent 
through the review process (including research notes and comments), and it is often 
desirable to use three or more reviewers. When the recommendations of the first 
reviewers are sharply divergent, or when one or more of the original reviewers fails to 
return a review, the advice of additional reviewers should be sought. 

http://www.asanet.org/documents/journals/pdfs/editors/Appendix_F_Annual_Summary_of_Editorial%20Activity.pdf
http://www.asanet.org/documents/journals/pdfs/editors/Appendix_I2_SageTrack_for_Annual_Reports.pdf
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2. Promptness of Reviewers 
The editor is responsible for making an editorial decision on submitted manuscripts 

within a reasonable period of time—preferably within three months of the date the 
manuscript is received. Each reviewer is given a deadline, generally four weeks from the 
date the review request is sent out and should be contacted if he or she does not meet this 
deadline. If prompting does not result in a completed review and recommendation within 
two weeks, it is often wise to assign an additional or replacement reviewer.  

 
3. Instructions to Reviewers 

A cover letter or instruction sheet should accompany all manuscripts sent to reviewers. 
In these instructions, the editor tells the reviewer that if the review cannot be completed 
by the assigned deadline, the reviewer should alert the editor immediately. The letter or 
instruction sheet also lists any criteria that the editor wants reviewers to emphasize and 
states the conditions under which the person should not review the manuscript. Such 
conditions include the following: (a) the person has previously reviewed the manuscript 
for another publication; (b) the person feels (for whatever reason) that he or she could not 
objectively evaluate the paper; and (c) other conditions specified by the editor. (See 
Appendix M for a sample cover letter.) 

 
4. Blind Reviews 

It is the practice of ASA journals to use a “double-blind” review process—that is, 
authors do not know the identity of the reviewers, and reviewers do not know the identity 
of the authors. All author-identifying references (e.g., the manuscript’s title page and all 
internal references identifying the author) are removed from the manuscript before it is 
sent to reviewers. Reviewers are not asked to sign comments they write for authors. 
However, a blind review process is not required by ASA, and editors may deviate from 
this if there is a good reason to do so. Prior to providing a reviewer’s name to an author, 
permission must be obtained from that reviewer; prior to providing an author’s name to a 
reviewer, permission must be obtained from the author. Reviewers who wish to identify 
themselves in their comments should be allowed to do so. 

D. FEEDBACK TO REVIEWERS 

It is the practice of ASA journals to inform all reviewers, whether they are editorial 
board members or outside reviewers, of the disposition of manuscripts they have 
reviewed. Reviewer feedback ordinarily includes a blind copy (author’s name and address 
removed) of the editor’s letter to the principal author and copies of the reviews returned 
by the other reviewers. It is generally efficient to send these letters at the same time as the 
decision letter is sent to the author. (See Section VIII on Editorial Decisions.) 

 

http://www.asanet.org/documents/journals/pdfs/editors/Appendix_M_Invitation_to_Review_Letter.pdf

