
 
 

 

Group & Organization Management  

 
Reviewer Guidelines 

 

 

1.         When writing your Comments to the Authors, please keep the following points in mind: 

a) Be constructive and scholarly with the content you include in your review (focusing on 

ways in which the work could be improved), and respectful in your tone. 

b) Consider, relevance to the publication (most editors will reject articles that do not match 

the aims and scope of the journal, but it is worth considering this as you read the paper). 

c) Significance of the research within the field. 

d) Originality of the work conducted. It is also important to consider whether the author 

has ever published a substantially similar paper elsewhere (if you suspect the work 

may not be original, please view our ethics page for information about how to deal 

with a variety of situations). 

e) The accuracy of the methodology employed during the research. If this is not your 

area of expertise please let the Editor know so that they can ensure at least one of the 

reviewers is an expert in this arena. 

f) Please number each comment you make.  

g) Please organize your comments into (a) major issues and concerns (these should form the 

basis for your overall recommendation to encourage a revision, reject outright, etc.) 

versus (b) additional (more minor) issues and suggestions for the authors. For the former, 

please be sure to provide examples of and/or justify the basis of your concern and clearly 

indicate whether (or how) you believe it could be improved. 

h) Where possible, please try to organize your comments around themes and major issues 

you see with the manuscript (including specific examples where appropriate), as opposed 

to a “stream of consciousness” listing of 20 unrelated points. 

i) Although the length of reviewer comments is likely to vary based on both the  

particular manuscript and the style of the reviewer, we anticipate that the typical GOM 

review (Comments to the Authors) will be around 1.5 single-spaced pages and will 

include a combination of both (a) major issues and concerns and (b) additional issues and 

suggestions for the authors. To avoid “feedback overload” focus primarily on what is 

most important.  

 



 

2. Recommendation - please do NOT explicitly state your recommendation (e.g., encourage 

revision, outright reject) in the comments to the authors. Accordingly, in your comments 

to the authors avoid phrases like “this paper should be accepted” or “I would definitely 

not accept this paper.” 

3. Ratings - clearly indicate, in your ratings and/or in your confidential comments to the 

Action Editor, your overall recommendation (e.g., encourage revision (major or minor), 

reject outright). Action Editors often find a sentence or two that goes directly to the point 

very helpful.  

 

4. Timeliness - please be timely in completing and submitting your review (i.e., within the 

3-week window). Of course, submitting your review early is always appreciated! 

 

We understand that our reviewers are busy so it won’t always be possible for invitations 

to be accepted. Please let us know as soon as possible if you need to refuse a review or if 

a problem arises after the invitation has been accepted. We are always grateful to receive 

suggestions about someone else that might be suitable to do the review if you have to 

decline the invitation. 

 

5. Conflict of Interest – it is important to highlight to the editor any conflict of interest that 

you feel might occur if you review the paper. Please do so as discretely and as quickly as 

possible. 

 

6.  Ethics – please discuss with the editor any concerns that you have about the paper. Also, 

see the Ethics page of this Reviewer Gateway for more information about ethics matters 

related to peer review. 

 

7.  When all reviews have been submitted, the Action Editor will write the decision letter 

and send it electronically to the author along with all reviews. You will be (blind) copied 

on this email. Please keep a copy of this correspondence, as it will be useful should the 

manuscript be revised and resubmitted in the future. However, both this correspondence 

and the manuscript should be treated as confidential.    
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