Submitting your paper to another
journal

If you are advised that your paper isn’t
appropriate for the journal to which you
have initially submitted it (e.g., it is not
sufficiently novel or does not have the right
focus), the best course is usually to select
another journal. In some cases, you may
not want to inform editors of the second
journal that the manuscript was submitted
elsewhere and rejected—it might prejudice
the process. For example, if your paper
was rejected by Nature and you resubmit it
to Science (or vice versa), don’t let the
editors of the second journal know. These
journals compete for the best papers and
don’t want to publish each other’s
rejections. If, however, your paper was
reviewed by Nature or Science and the
reviews were generally positive but the
editor did not feel the paper had a
sufficiently high impact value for a top-tier
journal, you may be able to use the
reviewers’ comments as leverage for your
next submission to a second-tier journal.
Ask the first journal’s editor to support the
resubmission, and tell the second editor
that your paper has already been reviewed.
The second review process may be
expedited. Regardless of your course of
action, never send a rejected manuscript

without changes to a second journal.
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If, as is likely, the same reviewers receive it
a second time, they will be annoyed to see
that you have completely ignored their
comments.
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Reviewing Process
of Scientific Papers

The reviewers of your paper will be
chosen by the journal’s editor, who will
take into account any names you have
suggested, his or her own knowledge of
the field, and a literature search.

Receiving the reviewers’

comments

A paper is rarely accepted after the first
round of review. When you receive the
editorial decision and the reviewers’
comments, you will have to decide how to
proceed. Sometimes the editors will
indicate they would like to publish your
work, provided that you make a few
minor revisions or do a few additional
experiments. In other cases, the editors
will say that the work is potentially
interesting but too preliminary or that it
has significant flaws that preclude its
publication. Another possibility is that the
reviewers will advise the editors not to
publish the work even if it is revised,
because it is either not sufficiently novel or
it does not fit the scope of the journal.
Most editors are happy to talk to you by
telephone to help you assess whether you
should revise and resubmit your paper or
try another journal. In any event, it is
important to remain unemotional during

such conversations
»
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Responding to reviews

Do not react defensively. Focus instead
on the substance of each editorial
comment. Value good advice wherever
you find it. Read the reviews carefully
and communicate your responses in
writing to the editor. It is a good idea not
to respond as soon as you hear from the
editor. Let a couple of days go by. A
hastily written and emotional response
will hurt your chances for resubmission.
If the reviews include a request for
additional information that will require a
few more experiments, carry them out
and send your response to the editor.
You can make the process easier by
repeating each comment, stating your
response, and indicating explicitly where
in your paper you are making a
recommended change. If the main
problem is that the manuscript does not
convey the importance of the work, you
may want to rewrite it and add more
data. You might want to check with the
editor first to make sure this is an
appropriate course of action. In the end,
you will have to do a cost-benefit
analysis. If you believe that satisfying all
the reviewers’ concerns would bog down
your research program in unnecessary
experiments, you may have no choice but
to take your paper elsewhere. If you
think a requested additional experiment
is unreasonable, write a rebuttal letter
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explaining why the experiment cannot be
done or why it will not help strengthen
the conclusions of your paper. You may
discuss your concerns with the editor,
before working on a revised manuscript.
For example, you should ask, “If I do
revisions A and B, but instead of doing
experiment C, I do D, will you still
consider a revised manuseript?”
Remember that you are the person best
acquainted with the details of your work
and the limitations of your research tools.
If you think a referee’s comments are
completely off the mark, write a rebuttal
letter explaining your concerns. If all
three referees, or even two out of three,
had serious misgivings, it may be difficult
to convince the editor that the referees
missed the point. Regardless of how you
proceed, keep your emotions in check.
You should never demean the reviewers. .
The reality is that reviewers, especially
those who manage their own laboratories,
sometimes work under unrealistic time
pressures. Occasionally, the reviewer
selected may not have the expertise to
judge a paper competently. Whatever the
case, do not question a reviewer’s
expertise. If you think a reviewer missed
an important point, politely tell your
editor, who has the option of identifying
additional reviewers for your paper if
doing so seems warranted.
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