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Introduction

As part of our commitment to providing fair, rigorous, and unbiased reviews, CJSP
implements a Triple-Blind Peer Review system. In this process, the identities of the authors,
reviewers, and editors are anonymised to ensure that decisions are made solely based on the
quality and merit of the submitted work. The following guidelines outline the roles and
responsibilities of the editorial team, including the Chief Editor, Managing Editor, and other
editorial staff, in upholding the integrity of this review process.

1. Roles and Responsibilities
Chief Editor

e Oversees the entire peer review process, ensuring the integrity and fairness of the
Triple-Blind system.

e Selects and assigns appropriate editors and reviewers for each submission.

e Makes final decisions on manuscript acceptance, rejection, or revision based on
reviewer feedback.

o Ensures that the anonymity of authors, reviewers, and editors is maintained
throughout the process.

Managing Editor

o Coordinates the administrative aspects of the peer review process, including
managing manuscript submissions and ensuring timely responses from reviewers.

o Ensures that communications are properly anonymised and that feedback to authors is
clear and constructive.

e Monitors the review process for compliance with Triple-Blind standards and
addresses any issues related to confidentiality or bias.

Editorial Team

e Reviews manuscripts and makes recommendations to the Chief Editor based on merit,
scientific quality, and relevance to the journal’s aims and scope.

o Follows the principles of Triple-Blind review, maintaining strict anonymity in all
communications.

2. Submission Process and Anonymisation

e Author Anonymisation: Authors are required to submit manuscripts that are
anonymised to remove all identifying information, including names, affiliations, self-
references, and any hints of identity within the manuscript text.
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o Editorial Anonymisation: Editors will not have access to the identity of the authors
when handling the manuscript. The manuscript will be anonymised before assignment
to any editor.

e Reviewer Anonymisation: Reviewers will assess the manuscript without knowledge
of the authors’ identities. They will submit their feedback via email, which will be
anonymised to maintain confidentiality.

3. Peer Reviewer Recruitment and Management

o Reviewer Selection: Editors must select reviewers based on expertise in the
manuscript’s subject area. Reviewers should not have conflicts of interest with the
authors, including recent collaborations or personal connections.

e Anonymised Reviewer Invitations: Reviewers will be invited via email without
knowing the authors' identities. The invitation message will not include any
identifying information about the authors.

o Reviewer Feedback: Reviewers are responsible for providing objective, constructive
feedback that evaluates the quality and clarity of the manuscript. They should assess:

o The scientific rigour and originality of the research.

o The manuscript’s adherence to CJSP’s guidelines and scope.

o Clarity of writing and presentation.

o Relevance of the research to the broader scientific community.

o Confidentiality: Reviewers must maintain confidentiality throughout the process. All
feedback should be submitted solely via email, with identities kept anonymous.

4. Editorial Decision-Making Process

o Initial Editorial Screening: Upon submission, the assigned editor will screen the
manuscript for compliance with CJSP’s submission guidelines. This step involves:
o Checking for plagiarism or ethical violations.
o Ensuring that the manuscript meets the journal’s scope and standards.
o Ifnecessary, rejecting the manuscript without review if it does not meet the
journal’s basic criteria.

o Review Assignment: The editor will assign the manuscript to reviewers without
knowing the authors’ identities. Reviewers will be contacted through email, and the
process will ensure that anonymity is maintained.

e Reviewer Feedback: After reviewers submit their feedback via email, the editor will
evaluate the comments and make an editorial decision. The decision will be based
solely on the quality of the manuscript and reviewer recommendations, without any
influence from the identities of the author or the reviewer.

e Decision Categories:

o Accept: The manuscript meets all criteria for publication, and no further
revisions are necessary.

o Minor Revisions: The manuscript is mostly acceptable but requires small
changes.

o Major Revisions: The manuscript has significant issues that need to be
addressed before it can be reconsidered.
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o Reject: The manuscript does not meet the journal’s standards and is not
suitable for publication.

5. Revisions and Resubmission

o Revisions: If revisions are requested, authors will submit a revised version of the
manuscript via email. The revised manuscript must be free of any identifying
information, including details of previous revisions or communications.

e Reviewer Re-evaluation: In cases of major revisions, the manuscript will be sent back
to the original reviewers (or new reviewers if necessary) to evaluate the changes.
These reviewers will again remain anonymous.

o Final Decision: After revisions, the editor will make the final decision regarding
acceptance or rejection. Feedback will be provided to the authors anonymously via
email.

6. Final Steps and Post-Acceptance

e Post-Acceptance: Once a manuscript is accepted, the author’s identity will be revealed
in the published version, but the identity of reviewers will remain anonymous unless
the reviewers choose to disclose themselves.

o Confidentiality Compliance: All editorial staff, reviewers, and authors must uphold
the confidentiality of the process and avoid any breaches that could compromise the
fairness and integrity of the review process.

7. Monitoring and Evaluation

o Continuous Improvement: The editorial team, led by the Chief Editor and Managing
Editor, will regularly evaluate the effectiveness of the Triple-Blind system. Feedback
from authors and reviewers will be gathered to ensure that the system is working
effectively and that all parties are satisfied with the process.

e Addressing Issues: Any issues related to bias, confidentiality, or process violations
will be addressed promptly, and adjustments will be made as necessary to maintain
the integrity of the review process.

Conclusion

The Triple-Blind Peer Review process is designed to ensure fairness, impartiality, and
transparency in our editorial decision-making. As an editorial team, it is essential that we
uphold these principles and commit to maintaining the highest standards of scientific integrity
throughout the process. By following these guidelines, we can provide authors with a fair
opportunity for their work to be evaluated based on its quality, and we can offer constructive
feedback that helps to improve the overall standard of scientific research.
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