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NG
To: ick Hopwood

Dear Dr. Hopwood: D

Thank you for your submission t_ N

Please let me start this letter by apologizing for the delay in M

sending this review to you and any inconvenience this may have

caused! We have had a tremendous increase in the number of papers we
have received this year while also having a number of turnovers in

our staff and editorial team; still, we should have done better in

sending you a decision letter sooner.

As for your paper, | found it to be well-written and a good review of
the literature on interviewing and sociomaterials, | also found your
thesis to be a bit of a work-in-progress and wanted to see more
tangible outcomes of this approach. | realize that this may be a
disappointment to learn but if you were to provide more results
innterms of completed research, then | would reconsider your paper as
a new submission. Even if decide to seek publication with this paper
with another journal, | hope you will consider

-or future submissions.

Thank you for your interest in publishing witl.

DESK REJECT - SOCIAL SCIENCE

Thank you for submitting your manuscript, XXXX "YYYY" In consideration for publication in

JOURNAL.

After careful consideration by the editorial team, unfortunately, our decision is to not proceed with
this paper to review. Although broadly the paper fits within the ambit of the Journal, we have
concluded that the manuscript is far from being ready for review. The manuscript is short, the
argument is unclear and piecemeal, terms need to be explained and illustrated when the introduced,
English presentation needs to be improved and the structure of the argument needs to be far
stronger. In all, the impression is of an article that is quite incomplete and lacks polish.

[ would like to thank you very much for forwarding your manuscript to us for consideration and
wish you every success in finding an alternative place of publication.







A messy set of
compromises

N

Review 1 hates
it a

More review

) Editor accepts Editor rejects
2" time round

Reviewer 2 says

Goes to review

minor revisions . f
Editor says Author makes Editor accepts
fR . 3 revise and revisions (see
eviewer 3 says resubmit later!) _

(other) major
revisions

Submit:

Editor review

Other options
(see later!)

Editor rejects

Editor rejects
Paper dies

Editor rejects

Avuthor modifies,
submits
elsewhere



\\5 PUBLICATION AND PEER REVIEW
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PUBLICATION AND PEER REVIEW 7

PERSONAL, POLITICAL, & SCHOLARLY DECISIONS

POWER, MEDIATION, BROKERING BY RANGE OF
PEOPLE

THINK ABOUT HOW YOU FEATURE IN THIS

PROCESS

It is simply not the case that the best papers are judged to be the
best, and get published in the best journals



Reviews not neutral responses. They
are rendered by researchers who

J I K&\ HOW PEER REVIEW REALLY WORKS
@
@

have particular histories,
agendas, and needs. They reflect

both the reviewer and the
manuscript reviewed. It is much
easier to... understand their
meaning, if you have some sense of
their origin.




The process includes the

author, the editor and the
reviewers... the roles and
relationships shift

depending on who is
playing, what rules they

enact, and the power

relations negotiated.




The irrational seems to be
effectively suppressed in the written
scientific word. Our inner illogical
forces push out. Where? They creep

out and explode in the night, where
things are hidden. | refer, of course,
to the anonymous refereeing
process and the incredible
irrational responses unleashed in it.




HOW PEER REVIEW REALLY WORKS

TEXT

T REVIEWER
REVIEVWED |

So authors need to (learn to) read the reviewer commentary as
text, as a representation of review opinion, not as truth.
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PROOF NO-ONE IS SAFE

Referee could just have said no without instead
arguing | was a cretin with no clue...
Comments were cruel and venomous as if he wanted
me to give up for good...

Clear message was that | was an imbecile.
Insecurity on his part?
| had a gem of a rejection not too long ago

Prof Stephen Mumford (Nottingham) via patthomson



PROOF NO-ONE IS SAFE

“The central issue presented by your manuscript is not
‘interesting’. The hypotheses are banal... My
colleagues broke out into laughter”

“The authors are marketing professors and need to
read current and forthcoming [!] papers in MIS
journals”

“Having failed to situation and ground a phenomenon of
interest, the author is unable to diagnose a compelling
problem or topic, and thus is left with stating 2 fuzzy
and uninteresting RQs”

“This is the worst paper I've ever read. It must have been
done by a Masters student and if so, I'd fail him [sic]”

Suprateek Sarker — Editor in Chief
4,994 citations, h = 33

Allen Dennis, AlS Fellow
19,596 citations, h = 62

Joey George, LEO Award Winner
9,011 citations, h = 40

Professor Rudy Hirschheim — LEO
Award Winner
20,613 citations, h = 65




HOW PEER REVIEW REALLY WORKS

TEXT

T REVIEWER
REVIEVWED |

So authors need to (learn to) read the reviewer commentary as
text, as a representation of review opinion, not as truth.
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WHO WOULD GET A REVIEW LIKE THIS?

This is a rather dull re-hash of The paper is well written. It
very familiar ground... as a does illuminate an area of
piece of policy analysis this is policy which has left its mark on
derivative and lacking in the educational landscape and
insight and originality. It would which foreshadows current, and
merit a ‘B’ as an M.Ed. essay important initiatives.

What is going on here?




HOW THE AUTHOR RESPONDED

Once the anger of receiving such referees’
comments has subsided, the only possible
reaction is laughter. The referee seems
hardly to have read the article at all... what
| take to be a gratuitous insult at the end is
hardly an appropriate comment. | am actually
surprised that the editor did not delete this
last sentence before sending the review to me

Geoffrey Walford, 2001



When such disparate reviews are received, the
paper is resubmitted elsewhere as soon as possible.

The paper was later published in [A*] where both

reviewers were happy to accept it... at the time |
was actually a member of the Editorial Board.
What is clear is that there was no favouritism in the
way this article was dealt with! And | also do not
think that | had made any potential enemies on the
Editorial Board. The use of referees sometimes
leads to odd decisions.




Harsh rejections are unpleasant. Negative
critique is often difficult to separate from
the writer’s self. It seems to take no time at
all for wounded writers to generalize from
poor article to defective writer to
hopeless academic, when objectively all
the reviewer text is authorised to say is

that the article, or parts of it, do not work.




READ THE REVIEW(S) AS A TEXT, THINK ABOUT: g

v’ DID THE REVIEWER READ THE TEXT?
v
READING DOES THE REVIEWER APPEAR TO HAVE

RE\/l EWS AS RELEVANT KNOWLEDGE?

v WHAT ROLE HAVE THEY BEEN PLAYING:
GATEKEEPER? ASSESSOR? CRITICAL FRIEND?

TEXTS

v/ WHAT ARE THE HELPFUL ASPECTS?2

v/ WHAT ARE THE LESS HELPFUL ASPECTS?

5




Comments for the Author(s)

The paper is not ready for an international audience, in 3 ways.

(a)hdjw;num&UKPhD(Mismm&elb‘D'inmyodm

(b) it uscs UK terminology (e.g. Rescarch councils) without explanation

(c) it cites icy documents i .
= NPP;!CY to which overseas readers should be directed (e.g.

2. Missing Literature
There are 3 big problems here

(a)Noneoﬁhemebﬁunothacmtries,adnsdnB Clark Spencer funded 5
Nations Study, nor the more recent Camegie project fmmd;eU i dispel
the parochial discussion. e

(b) Most of the research on the UK PhD is ignored - .g. the big project
mmwmmr«smuaﬁw.hi&umm
project, the Delamont ef al. project, which produced 2 books and 4 major journal
m(mmad.mmMadEwiau) The Acker and Hill
mea.ug;:{sml,m.ac.ac. Thaegdwdinthcbeanmd&ebmymu,md
oth:sm .

() The major finding of the UK rescarch (and the 5 Nations Study that disciplinary
W“Wmmmmmhmmmsmm&ma
waﬂhspupudoanudomlym@bspecifymdmhdym

U

how far the fact that these are all social scientists makes them totally unlike STEM
PhD students (especially in their daily timetables).

Methods

The methods are not described in ncarly enough detail. More detail is required, with
citations to methods literature. (e.g. Coxon on diarics). No reflexivity is shown at all.
The major issue - of using self report time data — is not discussed in a scholarly way.
What are the strengths and weaknesses of such data? Focusing on the 4 people who
wasted so much of their PhD time filling in logs for the rescarcher, in an unreflexive
way, is not acceptable.

Far more detail about the analysis with citations to methods literature is needed.
Conceptual Issues

The data ‘float’ in an entirely atheoretical and aconceptual void. There needs to be
theory and there needs to be some discussion of intermediate concepts like greedy
institutions (Coser), ‘carcers’, identities, and, indeed time — where is Gershuny?
Where is Barbara Adam?

Pscudonyms

The pscudonyms are so weird that they make the PhD students seem entirely alien -
and ‘Poppy’ for a man, when it is a common girls’ name in the UK. (There are 4 in
my grand-daughter’s primary school class) is particularly grating. If the author is
determined to stick to the names the informants chose for themselves, very carly in
the paper, that fact, and its bizarre and alientating effects on the reader, need to be
explained

Stylisti
There are split infinitives (yuk) — one in line 2 of the abstract. These need to be

removed. ‘May” is used when ‘might’ is grammatically correct. Remove split
infinitives e.g. in abstract “to better understand’.
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