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Motivations

1. A (never-ending) learning process

– You read to review, you learn to write better

– You evaluate, you learn to evaluate better

– You get your work reviewed, you improve your 
work

2. Part of the game

– You have to give if you want to receive

– You have to behave if you expect others to 
behave

3. Reputation within academia

– It helps to build your carrer



THE REVIEW SYSTEM IN BRIEF



Introduction

• Review process 

• Two sides of the same coin

• NB! Conference =/= journal

– Conferences have time constraints (e.g., 3 months 
between submission and notification of 
acceptance/reject)

– Journals in general have weaker time constraints 
(exceptions: Special issues) 

– Reviews are generally longer and more detailed for 
journal papers

– You might have several review/revision rounds for  
a journal



A call for paper is out...

• ECIS 2016: http://ecis2016.eu/en/RESEARCH-PAPERS.html

• CSCW 2016: https://cscw.acm.org/2016/submit/papers.php

http://ecis2016.eu/en/RESEARCH-PAPERS.html
https://cscw.acm.org/2016/submit/papers.php


...The peer review process from the 
point of view of the author

Example from: www.elsevier.com/reviewers/what-is-peer-review



Example: CSCW (also ECIS/ICIS)
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Visibility

• Double-Blind Review
– Both the reviewer and the author are 

anonymous.
– Traditional method; most common.

• Single Blind Review
– Reviewers’ names and affiliation 

hidden from the author. 
– Used sometimes, e.g. jCSCW.

• Open Review
– Reviewer and author are known to 

each other.
– Used sometimes, e.g. for book 

chapters.



HOW TO REVIEW WELL?

As a reviewer…



Grab the opportunity!



Reputation: We are all profiled!



You engage in a discussion, with 
responsibility

YOU

How do you write your review in a 
constructive way to help improve the 
paper, even if you suggest a 
rejection?

How do you help the 
organizers/editors to 
make the right choice? 
Remember the goal is to 
bring forward YOUR 
research community



When you get a review request…

• Check the abstract/paper

• Be honest – say no if you do not feel competent (or 
ask someone more experienced in your group for 
mentoring)

• Check the deadline (…though it is never the right 
time ;)

• Accept/reject the invitation quickly



Write a good report

• Use the template given by the 
conference/journal

• If there is none, you can use a good one as 
starting point

• Divide major and minor issues

• Try to be as specific as possible

• Think what should go to the authors and 
comments that go only to the editor



Reviewer 2 –
you could have done a better job!

“The paper describes the design research process of …. 
The theme of the article is very interesting and relevant 
for this conference. Basically, the paper has a lot 
potential. This paper has a clear structure. Figures are 
great and there is a succifient background chapter. The 
paper is pretty well written. The language is fluent and it 
is easy to read. The language follows an academic style. 
This is a quite good paper. I recommend publication and 
I'm looking forward to read your next paper based on the 
future work discussed in this paper.”



Some suggestions from MobileHCI

• “…the chief responsibility of a program 
committee member is to accept 
papers, and not to find flaws and 
reject work at every opportunity.”

• “…commentaries should be directed 
to helping authors produce the best 
papers possible, whether a particular 
paper is ultimately accepted to a 
venue or not...”

From [1] Ken Hinckley, So You're a Program Committee Member Now: 
On Excellence in Reviews and Meta-Reviews and Championing Submitted Work That Has Merit 
2015 
http://mobilehci.acm.org/2015/download/ExcellenceInReviewsforHCICommunity.pdf



Some excerpt from [1] 

An easy trap for reviewing is to be overconfident of your opinion. …

• Did you understand the author’s goals, results, and 
discussions correctly?

• Is it possible that communities with interests and concerns 
different from your own would find the work informative, 
even inspiring?

• Does the paper touch on an area you don’t know very well?
• Or is it by an “outsider” who perhaps touches on an area you 

know all too well, and hence harbor strong opinions that you 
might not like to see challenged? 

Beware of all these pitfalls when making your remarks, and remember that 
on the other side of the page there are equally well-intentioned authors who 
are trying to articulate the contributions of their research. 



If there is discussion before the final 
decision…

• Engage in the discussion

• Be ready to defend your opinion

• …but also to revise your evaluation



HOW TO RECEIVE A REVIEW & 
THE RESPONSE LETTER

As the author of a manuscript…



How to receive a review? 

• To learn to write a better article (especially after a ‘reject’)

• To learn to be critical towards your own articles

– «The reviewers understood nothing!» 
– «They haven’t even read my article!» 

• This is not a very constructive attititude.

– It’s not only about the content, it’s also about the form: 
• the less clear the message, the less a reviewer is invited to read; 
• the more typos, the more irritation; 
• badly done bibliography does not help the article either...



The response letter

http://www.phdcomics.com/comics.php?f=581



In general...

• Be polite ☺

• For conferences: Coincise, but precise and 
convincing!

• For journals: Often longer (my average is ca 8 
pages)



How to write it...

• What you want to say: You just didn’t understand what we wrote!
• What you should say: Several statements that we made were more ambiguous than intended, and 

we have adjusted to the text to be clearer.

• What you want to say: No one knows the answer to that question.
• What you should say: This is a valid question, and we are actively pursuing the answer in our 

lab. OR This is a valid and important question, and we are curious what the results would be. 
However, we are unaware of any studies that provide the answer.

• What you want to say: That experiment would take forever!
• What you should say: The suggested experiment is interesting and would provide additional 

information about…, but we feel that it falls outside the scope of this study.

• What you want to say: You didn’t even read what we wrote!
• What you should say: We did not intend to indicate [insert mistaken assertion by reviewer here], 

and we have therefore altered the text to specify that [insert correct conclusion here].

• ...

• See: https://www.aje.com/en/author-resources/articles/responding-reviewers-you-cant-always-
say-what-youd

https://www.aje.com/en/author-resources/articles/responding-reviewers-you-cant-always-say-what-youd


How to structure it...

1. By theme raised by reviewing team

2. Point-by-point

3. A combination of both



By theme

• See printouts

• See changelog 
CSCW 2013



Point-by-point (e.g., a table)



Main themes + point by point

• A combination of the previous two:

– Key, general themes first to outline the overall 
review strategy

– Detailed response to each reviewer’s concern

• Used for, e.g., journals

• See printouts



And if you get a reject...
Rejection of rejection letter
[insert university emblem here]

Dear Professor [insert name of editor]

[Re: MS 2015_XXXX Insert title of ground-breaking study here]

Thank you for your rejection of the above manuscript.

Unfortunately we are not able to accept it at this time. As you are probably aware we receive many rejections each year and are simply not able to accept 
them all. In fact, with increasing pressure on citation rates and fiercely competitive funding structures we typically accept fewer than 30% of the rejections 
we receive. Please don’t take this as a reflection of your work. The standard of some of the rejections we receive is very high.

In terms of the specific factors influencing our decision the failure by Assessor 1 to realise the brilliance of the study was certainly one of them. Simply 
stating “this study is neither novel nor interesting and does not extend knowledge in this area” is not reason enough. This, coupled with the use of Latin 
quotes by Assessor 2, rendered an acceptance of your rejection extremely unlikely.

We do wish you and your editorial team every success with your rejections in the future and hope they find safe harbour elsewhere. To this end, may we 
suggest you send one to [insert name of rival research group] for consideration. They accept rejections from some very influential journals.
Please understand that our decision regarding your rejection is final. We have uploaded the final manuscript in its original form, along with the signed 
copyright transfer form.

We look forward to receiving the proofs and to working with you in the future.

Yours sincerely

Dr [insert name here]
[Insert research group acronym here]
[Insert university here]
[Insert country here—that is, Australia/New Zealand/small European Country/Canada]

Source: http://www.bmj.com/content/351/bmj.h6326.full.pdf+html



Resources
Review process:

Conferences:

• CHI: https://chi2016.acm.org/wp/papers-and-notes-review-process/

Journals:

• ISR: http://pubsonline.informs.org/page/isre/review-process-and-stats

• MISQ: http://www.misq.org/review-process

CFPs

Conferences:

• ECIS, with tracks description: http://ecis2016.eu/en/RESEARCH-PAPERS.html

• CSCW also with review process: https://cscw.acm.org/2016/submit/papers.php

Journals:

• ISR special issues: http://pubsonline.informs.org/page/isre/calls-for-papers

Miscellaneous:

• On writing excellent reviews: https://kenhinckley.wordpress.com/2015/10/15/commentary-on-excellence-in-reviews-thoughts-for-the-
hci-community/

• http://greatresearch.org/2013/10/18/the-paper-reviewing-process/

• For fun: http://www.bmj.com/content/351/bmj.h6326.full.pdf+html

• Response letters: https://www.aje.com/en/author-resources/articles/responding-reviewers-you-cant-always-say-what-youd

• Overall :): http://www.phdcomics.com/comics.php?f=581

https://chi2016.acm.org/wp/papers-and-notes-review-process/
http://pubsonline.informs.org/page/isre/review-process-and-stats
http://www.misq.org/review-process
http://ecis2016.eu/en/RESEARCH-PAPERS.html
https://cscw.acm.org/2016/submit/papers.php
http://pubsonline.informs.org/page/isre/calls-for-papers
https://kenhinckley.wordpress.com/2015/10/15/commentary-on-excellence-in-reviews-thoughts-for-the-hci-community/
http://greatresearch.org/2013/10/18/the-paper-reviewing-process/
http://www.bmj.com/content/351/bmj.h6326.full.pdf+html
https://www.aje.com/en/author-resources/articles/responding-reviewers-you-cant-always-say-what-youd
http://www.phdcomics.com/comics.php?f=581


A good quick online course





Additional slides



Conference: CHI
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Journals: Management of IS Quarterly; 
Information Systems Reserch
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Editor
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Editor (SE)
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Editor (AE)
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