Review Process
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· reviewers spectrum from 1) very busy but very knowledgeable to 2)lack of experience but have time to check every details
· It is your job to convince the reader of your contribution. 
Understanding the review:

· Not all criticism are written in the review

· Reviewers don’t spend time on a paper more than it requires, so they may reject a paper based on first few pages. Thus the criticism on those pages does not mean the rest of paper is publishable.
· Example: rejecting a paper for lacking through evaluation of the related literature
· Not all comments are communicated to the author

· Reviewers have option to convey confidential comments, which are just for AE and editors, but not for the author to protect their anonymity. 
· Not all comments are of equal importance
· Some reviewers prefer to balance their criticism with positive comments, even if it should be rejected.

· For example: praises the clarity of the paper while pointing out technical flaws in its main theoretical results
· Degree of importance: exposition < quality of experimental results < theoretical correctness < significance of the work

· Not all reviews are of equal importance
· AE and editor know the reviewers, their strength and weakness and their relative experience.

· The decision letter gives you a good idea of which comments were determinative in the decision process
· Not all non-acceptance decisions are equal
· Conditional Acceptance: minor changes are required
· Revise and resubmit: major revision is required
· Rejected: it is not productive to resubmit the paper to the same journal.

Responding to the reviews

· Watch the tone of your response

· Treat the reviewers as colleagues or collaborators.

· Respond as if you truly believe they are intelligent people

· Take responsibility if they didn’t  understand your paper
· It is your responsibility to choose a related journal

· Revise your paper to describe the concepts 

· Explain your idea rather than attack to reviewers

· Address every concerns raised in the review
· Notice to all comment, even if you don’t agree with the criticism 

· For example: reviewer notes a technical error in a proof while you are sure it is correct. You should revise the proof to clarify it and in response, concede that the original proof was not clearly written and explain how you rewrite it.
· Make the reviewer’s job easy

· Begin with a brief introduction to summarize the changes

· Follow it with distinct section for each comment (it may have redundant parts)

· Can use the same parts from your paper (this will save reviewer’s time)
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