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‘‘What’s in a name? that which we call a rose By any other name would smell as
sweet . . .’’1

INTRODUCTION

What is in a name? A widespread deeply held belief by law professors is

that law reviews are unfairly prejudiced and biased in favor of papers from

authors at higher ranked, or more prestigious, institutions.2 A visit by a

colleague to a ‘‘top-tier’’ law school provided an opportunity to see if this

intuitive assumption was true or just urban legend.3

A simple experiment tested whether the rank of an author’s institu-

tion would affect how the paper was reviewed, and whether or not an au-

thor at a higher ranked institution would receive better or more

preferential treatment than an author at a lower ranked institution. A col-

league of mine visited for a semester at George Mason University School of
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1WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE, ROMEO AND JULIET act 2, sc.1.

2This belief is not without good reason, since several authors have reported having such a bias
while they were articles editors on law review. See, e.g., Ronald J. Krotoszynski, Jr., Legal
Scholarship at the Crossroads: On Farce, Tragedy, and Redemption, 77 TEX. L. REV. 321, 329 n.25
(1998) (admitting that as an articles editor for Duke Law Review he chose to read articles from
professors at top ten schools first); Nathan H. Saunders, Student-Edited Law Reviews: Reflections
and Responses of an Inmate, 49 DUKE L.J. 1663, 1666 (2000) (stating his bias toward authors at
‘‘top schools’’).

3Professor Paul McGreal was asked to visit at GMU for the Spring 2002 semester.



Law (hereinafter GMU), and submitted a publishable paper to law reviews

while he was there.4 GMU is in the ‘‘first tier’’ of the U.S. News and World
Report rankings, while our home institution, South Texas College of Law

(hereinafter STCL), is in the ‘‘fourth tier.’’5

Fifty different law reviews simultaneously received the article for

possible publication, using GMU letterhead for the submission to twenty-

five and STCL letterhead for the remaining twenty-five law reviews.6 The

U.S. News and World Report academic reputation score, averaged over a

four-year period, served as the ranking model for the various law reviews.

The law reviews were assigned randomly by rank to a letterhead group:

number one received STCL letterhead, number two GMU letterhead, and

so forth. After waiting to see when and how the paper was acknowledged,

reviewed, and accepted (or, sadly and much more often, rejected) by the

different law reviews, data analysis was used to determine if the two groups

differed statistically.

4In part we hoped to find that being at GMU was a ticket into the ‘‘forbidden city.’’ See Seinfeld:
The Bizarro Jerry (NBC television broadcast, Oct. 3, 1996). In this episode George wants to use
a picture of Elaine’s pretty friend as his deceased fiancée. When Jerry asks why, the following
conversation takes place:

GEORGE [looking at the picture while standing near a beautiful receptionist]: You know
if I told my engagement story to that receptionist, but told her this was my fiancée.

JERRY: What?

GEORGE: Don’t you see. Women like that are like members of a secret tribe living in a
forbidden city. People like me have not been inside in thousands of years. But with this,
it’s like I’ve already been with one of her own! My hand’s been stamped! I come and go
as I please!

Id.

5Schools of Law, U.S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT BEST GRADUATE SCHOOLS 2004, Apr. 14, 2003, at 70.
The schools are set out in ‘‘tiers,’’ with Tiers 1 and 2 combined, and the remainder having 50
schools each. See id. Therefore, the highest-ranking schools are in Tier 1, while the lowest
ranking law schools are in Tier 4.

6Unlike other disciplines, scholarly papers in law, for the most part, can be submitted simul-
taneously to multiple publications. The journals of most other disciplines require that authors
offer exclusive submissions. Multiple submissions are frowned upon and many, such as the
Journal of Law and Economics confirm with authors the exclusive submission status prior to
sending manuscripts out for review. See William C. Whitford, The Need for an Exclusive Sub-
mission Policy for Law Review Articles, 1994 WIS. L. REV. 231, 231 (1994).
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Contrary to expectations, there was no significant statistical differ-

ence between the two groups in the time of response, type of response, or

whether the article was accepted. However, the single offer of publication,

which occurred after only fourteen days, came from a law review that re-

ceived the article on GMU letterhead.

The remainder of this article details the methods and results and in-

cludes a discussion of those results. The second section discusses the nature

of law reviews and the law review processes, including the difficulties law

review staffs face in manuscript review. The third section gives background

on the importance of law review publication to legal scholars and their

submission processes. The fourth section gives an overview of the methods

used in this particular experiment, and the fifth section gives the

detailed results. The sixth section is a discussion of those results and a

conclusion.

OVERVIEW OF LAW REVIEWS

Understanding the nature and purpose of law reviews is a necessary foun-

dation for understanding this experiment. For the most part, law reviews

are scholarly journals, but are managed and edited by second- and third-

year law students. Law reviews are generally published semiannually or

quarterly.7 Being chosen for, or ‘‘accepted on to law review,’’ is an honor in

law school. These students attract employers.8 This placement affinity is

partly the result of two factors. First, law students who are invited to join a

law review generally receive that invitation because of their high class rank.

Typically law reviews invite students from the top 10 percent of the class

after the first year, or because they were selected by a write-on competi-

tion.9 Second, to maintain membership on law review, a student must write

7See MICHAEL G. LEVIN, THE SOCRATIC METHOD 154 (1987). For an excellent history of the
development of law reviews in American legal education, see Michael I. Swygert & Jon W.
Bruce, The Historical Origins, Founding, and Early Development of Student-Edited Law Reviews, 36
HASTINGS L.J. 739, 763–90 (1985).

8Ronald D. Rotunda, Law ReviewsFThe Extreme Centrist Position, 62 IND. L.J. 1, 5 (1986).

9Michael L. Closen & Robert J. Dzielak, The History and Influence of the Law Review Institution, 30
AKRON L. REV. 15, 48–49 (1996). At some schools there are other factors that influence the
selection to law reviews besides grades and/or writing ability. See Harvard Law Review’s Ethnic
Screening Criticized, N.Y. TIMES, Feb. 24, 1981, at A12.
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several papers, typically one comment and one case note, as well as provide

assistance in getting the latest edition of the journal published.10 Student

comments that appear in their school’s law review are broad in scope and

embody exhaustive research of an area of the law or a larger legal problem,

while case notes analyze only one court opinion or case.11 This additional

writing and editing is also a factor in employer recruiting because the law

review students have simply spent more time on research and writing with

the resulting enhancement of their legal abilities.

There are approximately two hundred law schools in the United

States, and most if not all have law reviews that are generally organized in a

similar manner. While law review students do write their own pieces, the

primary objective of a law review is to publish leading scholarly work in the

law review journal. To find these cutting-edge pieces on law and legal is-

sues, the law review student staff must select, edit (for both content and

style), check an article’s sources for support and accuracy, and publish all

the articles in each issue.12 The journals can contain a number of different

types of pieces including, but not limited to, articles, essays, book reviews,

and student comments and case notes.13 The pool for selection of the cut-

ting-edge scholarly articles is the unsolicited professional manuscripts that

are generally sent to law reviews by law professors. This submission proc-

ess is the focus of the experiment. These pieces can range in length from a

very few pages (very rare) to over one hundred journal pages, with most

pieces ranging in length from thirty to sixty pages.14 The subject matter in

these articles is generally an extensive overview of one particular area of

law with suggestions for change.15

The number of articles the law reviews receive at top-tier law schools

is staggering. There are reports ranging from a high of 2000 unsolicited

10Josh E. Fidler, Law-Review Operations and ManagementFAn Empirical Study of the New York
University Law Review Alumni Association, 33 J. LEGAL EDUC. 48, 55–57 (1983).

11Id. at 55 n.29.

12Id. at 55–57.

13Closen & Dzielak, supra note 9, at 44.

14Jordan H. Leibman & James P. White, How the Student-Edited Law Journals Make Their Pub-
lication Decisions, 39 J. LEGAL EDUC. 387, 396 (1989).

15Id.
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articles for the Harvard Law Review, to around 600 to 1400 for most of the

other more prestigious law reviews.16 A law review normally publishes

from four to twenty of these articles annually, an acceptance rate which is,

at the lowest, around 2/10 of 1 percent.17

Due to the overwhelming number of articles these student editors

must review, in addition to editing those already accepted, and attending

law school, they may devise systems for dealing with the volume of man-

uscripts.18 In many cases it seems that the system may be one of looking at

the author’s name, institution, or background to help organize tiers, or

which papers get first, serious, or possibly any, attention.19

In the social sciences, this ranking or tiering is known as the ‘‘halo

effect.’’ The halo effect occurs when an individual attributes positive char-

acteristics or attributes to another individual because of an overall positive

16See Bernard J. Hibbitts, Last Writes? Reassessing the Law Review in the Age of Cyberspace, 71
N.Y.U. L. REV. 615, 643 (1996) (stating that in 1995 the ‘‘elite’’ journals received around 1200
article submissions. This was up from between 200 to 300 in 1983); Leibman & White, supra
note 14, at 416 (‘‘high-impact journals in the study receive 600–1200 unsolicited manuscripts
annually’’); Saunders, supra note 2, at 1667 n.14 (reporting that Duke Law Review received
between 1400 and 1500 articles and essays during his tenure as articles editor); Dan Subotnik
& Glen Lazar, Deconstructing the Rejection Letter: A Look at Elitism in Article Selection, 49 J. LEGAL

EDUC. 601, 611 (1999) (reporting that in 1999 the Harvard Law Review received over 2000
articles); Whitford, supra note 6, at 231 (reporting that the Wisconsin Law Review receives
over 1200 manuscripts a year and publishes less than twenty).

17This statistic has led one author to say that getting an article published in any top-tier jour-
nal is a ‘‘crapshoot.’’ See Carl Tobias, Manuscript Selection Anti-Manifesto, 80 CORNELL L. REV. 529
(1995). Professor Tobias writes this is because there are ‘‘[t]oo few articles editors, who have
too little time and too little understanding of the substance, style and footnotes in the sub-
missions that they receive, must review too many pieces, too few of which the law journals can
publish.’’ Id. at 530.

18One author suggested that the American Association for Law Schools (AALS) should make a
policy in order to limit the number of articles a law review receives and authors could only
submit their articles to a very limited number of schools in return for a commitment from the
law reviews to quickly, and seriously, consider all submitted papers. Whitford, supra note 6,
at 233.

19See Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 611 (suggesting that an author’s record and/or in-
stitutional affiliation helps to show which articles have merit). Subonik and Lazar use Critical
Race Theory to explain this result, saying that the ‘‘powerful journals’’ have an interest in
keeping those individuals who lack prestigious credentials from publishing in those journals.
Id. at 604. They state that this is to keep distance between the elite and nonelite schools since if
‘‘anyone is good enough to get published in the Harvard Law Review, what’s the big deal about
Harvard?’’ Id. at 602 n.5.
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impression of that person, or one particular outstanding trait.20 This halo

effect can lead to a favorable evaluation of the individual on different traits,

even those that are unrelated, or those that can be determined by separate

measures.21

This experiment attempted to see if, in fact, a halo effect existed

for an article submitted from a law professor at GMU, a school currently

ranked in the top fifty in U.S. News and World Report, as compared to

STCL, currently ranked in the bottom quarter of schools in the same

publication.22

BACKGROUND ON LEGAL SCHOLARS AND
MANUSCRIPT SUBMISSION

The academic legal profession is built partly, if not entirely, on status and

reputation. Since law professors do not create or build anything tangible,

like a building or a car, reputations are based on others’ perceptions. Part

of a professor’s aura and reputation, or possibly all of it, is centered on how

much he or she publishes; and a professor must publish in order to get

tenure.23 However, it is not quantity that matters so much as ‘‘quality.’’

While quantity is easily determined, the quality of an article is often based

solely on where an article gets accepted and published. The higher the

ranking of the school where the journal is basedFand therefore one

20See Edward L. Thorndike, A Constant Error on Psychological Rating, 4 J. APP. PSYCHOL. 25
(1920). See also Charles W. Collier, Intellectual Authority and Institutional Authority, 42 J. LEGAL

EDUC. 151, 162 (1992).

21Collier, supra note 20, at 162. In a very funny article by Balkin and Levinson the authors give
several ‘‘maxims’’ on how to increase the citation rates (and therefore the prestige) of any
given piece. The first is to make sure you have attended ‘‘Harvard, Yale, or the University of
Chicago Law Schools.’’ J. M. Balkin & Sanford Levinson, How to Win Cites and Influence People,
71 CHI.-KENT L. REV. 843, 849 (1996). The third is ‘‘[t]ake a job as an assistant professor at the
Harvard, Yale, or University of Chicago Law Schools.’’ Id.

22See Schools of Law, supra note 5.

23See Hibbitts, supra note 16, at 640 (stating that a professor needs ‘‘generally, two or three law
review articles to obtain tenure, and several more to obtain promotion’’). Reputations can also
be built on teaching and/or service to the bar. However, there are few, if any, professors who
are known nationally for their exceptional teaching ability.
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assumes the higher the ranking of the law review publication itselfFthe

more prestigious (dare it be said ‘‘important’’) the article.24 This gradation

is due partly to the fact that the spectrum of legal literature is very broad

and the cynical assumption that law professors may have difficulty judging

the true quality of an article.

Because an article’s placement is important, and sending an article

involves only the investment of the photocopy costs, postage, and a bruised

ego (assuming one receives a rejection letter), authors generally send their

articles to all the top schools’ law reviews.25 As a result, some law reviews

receive over 1200 unsolicited submissions per year, thus creating the issues

noted in the previous section.26 Furthermore, law review staffs consist of

second- and third-year law students with significant demands on their time

for their studies, internships, and interviews. Further, law review staffs turn

over each year as editors graduate, second-year students move into those

positions, and newly chosen first-year students move into the offices to fill

the vacancies. As a result, no law review staff is prepared to handle such a

high volume of submissions. The assumption has long been made that

student law review editors streamline their task by primarily (if not solely)

evaluating articles of well-known authors or authors from other

top-tier institutions.27 This translation of the halo effect from the social

sciences literature into legal scholarship has appeared in the literature and

24‘‘Law professors judge one another in part on the quality and quantity of law review articles
they publish.’’ See LEVIN, supra note 7, at 154. See also Robert H. Abrams, Sing Muse: Legal
Scholarship for New Law Teachers, 37 J. LEGAL EDUC. 1, 12 n.14 (1987) (writing that because
‘‘objective and definitive assessments of quality [of one’s scholarship] are so hard to make that
I suspect the placement of an article in one journal or another often becomes a proxy for
quality of writing’’); Hibbitts, supra note 16, at 667–85 (suggesting authors publish their ar-
ticles directly on the Internet in order to gain more control over their work).

25Generally, these rankings are based somewhat, if not entirely, on the U.S. News & World
Report Best Graduate Schools edition, which ranks the various law schools in tiers. See Schools of
Law, supra note 5.

26See Hibbitts, supra note 16, at 643 (stating that in 1995 the ‘‘elite journals’’ each received
1200 annual submissions); Leibman & White, supra note 14, at 416 (obtaining information
from editors at forty-three different top-tier law reviews and documenting that the journals
received between 600 to 1200 unsolicited manuscripts annually); Saunders, supra note 2, at
1667 n.14 (estimating that during the author’s time at the Duke Law Review it received between
1400 and 1500 articles and essays per year for consideration).

27See, e.g., supra note 2.
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is also discussed openly by law professors.28 Although anecdotal literature

exists on the topic, no one has formally tested this assumption.

One published ‘‘experiment’’ that used letterhead in a manner sim-

ilar to this study examined gender bias in the law review article selection

process.29 This very short, tongue-firmly-in-cheek article discussed the re-

sults of a paper submitted to multiple student-edited law reviews. The au-

thor’s first name on the submitted paper was ‘‘Andrea,’’ a common

American female name; the author, however, was male.30 In one half of

the submission cover letters, the gender of the author was not specified by

pronouns and the assumption was that law review editors would believe

the author was female. The other cover letters referred to the author using

the pronoun ‘‘him.’’31 The paper was accepted by a greater number of law

reviews receiving the letters using the male pronoun, but due to problems

in gathering data and the lack of randomness in the assignment of the

letters to law reviews, it is unknown whether the results bore any statistical

validity.32

Literature on law reviews also contains two anecdotes that support

the conviction that an author’s institution makes a difference as to how the

paper is treated and the acceptance rate.33 However, in both cases other

factors are apparent that could be equally rational explanations for the

results.34

28‘‘Despite the existence of over 800 law reviews, there is a real perception that the selection of
articles is not scientifically weighted toward the best a particular journal can publish. Instead,
articles are chosen on the basis of the perceived prestige of the author.’’ Leo P. Martinez,
Babies, Bathwater, and Law Reviews, 47 STAN. L. REV. 1139, 1142 (1995). Professor Martinez
views that this selection process is somewhat positive since the ‘‘less accomplished are en-
couraged to contribute when they see the frighteningly low standard required for publica-
tion.’’ Id. at 1142 n.26.

29Robert E. Rains, Andrea’s Adventures In Law Review Land, 50 J. LEGAL EDUC. 306 (2000).

30Id. at 307.

31Id.

32Id. at 308. In the article neither the experimental design nor the data is given. This creates a
problem for anyone else attempting to replicate the results or verify the conclusions.

33See Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 610.

34See infra text accompanying notes 35–44.
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In the first submission anecdote, a professor at the University of

Kentucky submitted a paper in the spring of 1996 and received no offers.35

In the fall of 1997 she resubmitted the paper, but this time as a visiting

professor at William and Mary School of Law. She received several offers,

some coming within one week of submission.36 While the difference is

significantFno offers versus many offersFthis result could be explained

by the timing of the mailings. Since law reviews normally change govern-

ing boards in the spring, there are generally fewer papers reviewed during

this time, and those that are reviewed are done so by law review editors

with little to no experience.37 In the fall, those same editors have more

experience, having completed an internship, and are better able to per-

form their law review duties, which results in more submissions being re-

viewed.38

The second anecdote, and the most similar to the current experi-

ment, involved Professor James Lindgren, who at the time taught at the

Chicago-Kent College of Law.39 Professor Lindgren submitted a paper

using Chicago-Kent law school letterhead for some submissions, and Uni-

versity of Chicago law school letterhead (where he was a visiting scholar)

for the remainder.40 From those schools that received the paper on Uni-

versity of Chicago letterhead the paper had several offers, including the

law reviews of the University of Pennsylvania and Northwestern Univer-

sity.41 While the paper submitted on Chicago-Kent letterhead received

35See Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 610. The University of Kentucky School of Law is just
outside the top fifty law schools according to the latest survey by U.S. News & World Report. See
Schools of Law, supra note 5, at 70.

36See Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 610. College of William & Mary School of Law is
ranked twenty-eighth in the latest survey by U.S. News & World Report. Schools of Law, supra
note 5, at 70.

37See Fidler, supra note 10, at 57.

38See id.

39See Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 610. Professor Lindgren is presently on the faculty at
Northwestern University School of Law.

40Id.

41Both schools are presently ranked in the top twenty law schools. See Schools of Law, supra note
5 (ranking University of Pennsylvania School of Law at 7 and Northwestern University School
of Law at 12).
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offers, they were from lesser-ranked schools’ law reviews.42 Professor

Lindgren reported that the number of acknowledgments received from

the paper submitted on University of Chicago letterhead was 2.5 times

greater in a three-week period, which, to some degree, also shows that law

reviews were looking at the paper faster.43

While Professor Lindgren’s experience supports the traditional belief

of bias, the methodology he used still raises many questions. Because his

report is only anecdotal and not a formal published paper, there is no

formal discussion of the methods used or the total results.44 Some of the

important missing information includes such data as the number of law

reviews involved, their rankings, how each was assigned to the Chicago-

Kent or University of Chicago letterhead group, the total number of ac-

knowledgments, and the total number of acceptances. The present exper-

iment covers these areas so as to fill in those missing pieces from the

Lindgren experiment.

METHOD

A four-year average of the academic rankings listing of the parent law

school in U.S. News & World Report was utilized to rank the law reviews.45

42See Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 610. There is no mention of the schools or their
rankings.

43Id.

44Id. (calling the mailing a ‘‘nonscientific study’’).

45I acknowledge that the U.S. News & World Report rankings have been criticized as a method
to evaluate law schools. See David A. Thomas, The Law School Rankings are Harmful Deceptions:
A Response to Those Who Praise The Rankings and Suggestions for a Better Approach to Evaluating
Law Schools, 40 HOUS. L. REV. 419 (2003) (providing multiple reasons why the rankings are not
accurate and suggestions for change); Deans speak out, (letter that is sent to all applicants who
take the LSATwhich is signed by 169 law schools deans. However, even though they sign the
document, some deans try to do everything possible to increase their law school’s rankings in
the report). But see Mitchell Berger, Why the U.S. News & World Report Law School Rankings Are
Both Useful and Important, 51 J. LEGAL EDUC. 487 (2001). However, since this study was at-
tempting to see if there was any law student bias, using this popular ranking system seemed to
be best. Since students’ perceptions on various schools most likely come from their professors,
the academic ranking versus the overall ranking was utilized since indicia was a gauge on what
law school professors believe about the individual law schools. The academic ranking, for the
most part, was very close to the overall ranking. The academic rankings have been averaged
over a four-year period to avoid skewing the results by a one-year fluctuation in the rankings.
See Appendix A for the list of schools in order.
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The reigning assumption was that the rank of the law review would closely

correlate with the overall academic reputation of the school.46

The paper was sent to the law reviews of the top fifty ranked schools.

After ranking the schools, a stratified random assignment process placed

the schools in either the GMU or STCL group. This stratification was

achieved by assigning the first law review (Yale) to the STCL group, the

second law review (Harvard) to the GMU group, and continuing the same

pattern for all fifty schools.47

Using stratified random assignment prevented any systematic bias that

might be present if the law reviews were personally assigned into the two

groups. Also, this assured that an equal number of law reviews from the top

ten, eleven to twenty, and so forth would be included in each group.48

The article that was submitted was identical in every way for both

groups. The cover page of the article had the title of the article and the

author’s name. The author’s name had a footnote that contained his title,

his present and permanent position, and acknowledgements.49 The foot-

note stated the author was a Visiting Associate Professor at GMU and an

Associate Professor at STCL.
The wording of the cover letters was identical and each group had

the corresponding address and phone number for the letterhead used.

The letter contained three paragraphs, the first two containing a short

summary of the major points of the paper, the last a thank you for ‘‘con-

sidering the manuscripts’’ and how to contact the author.

46Indeed, one could argue that the top fifty ranking would be more relevant because the
student editors might not be familiar with the law school rankings but would know the top
colleges and universities in the United States.

47There are other rankings of law reviews based on the number of citations to articles in their
journals. See, e.g., James Lindgren & Daniel Seltzer, Symposium on the Trends in Legal Citations
and Scholarship: The Most Prolific Law Professors and Faculties, 71 CHI. KENT. L. REV. 781, 787
Table 1 (1996)

48In a previous paper that attempted to determine if law reviews were biased to males or
females, the author first made an alphabetical list and then mailed one letter to the first
eighteen, and the second letter to the remainder of the list. See Rains, supra note 29, at 307. If
that method was used here, a large imbalance would have occurred in our different groups.
One group would have received four out of the top five law reviews in our rankings, with a
further imbalance in each group of ten.

49The first footnote of the article read, ‘‘Visiting Associate Professor, George Mason University
School of Law; Associate Professor, South Texas College of Law. My thanks to Bruce Burton
and Leandra Lederman for comments on drafts of this Article. Also, my thanks to Val Ricks,
with whom I discussed many of the ideas that appear below.’’
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The stationery used in both instances was the standard letterhead for

each institution. The STCL letterhead is on Strathmore ‘‘bright white’’

twenty-four pound bond paper and has the STCL logo in blue across the

top. The GMU letterhead was on similar paper, but had the logo of GMU

law school across the top.

The papers were sent via U.S. mail in generic nine-inch by twelve-

inch envelopes. The article was placed inside the envelope with the cover

letter on top and then sealed. The return address was coordinated with the

cover letter, a GMU return address for the GMU letterhead, STCL return

address for the STCL letterhead. Other than the return address, no school

logo or other identifier was on the outside of the envelope.

The articles were mailed from STCL in Houston, Texas. This mailing

location was chosen for two reasons. First, because the time of first re-

sponse was a focal point, using a central location for mailing was important.

In this way the law reviews on the East Coast that were being mailed on

GMU letterhead would not have a systematic advantage by having been

mailed from Virginia instead of Texas. The second reason was that mailing

from STCL was free and the mailroom could easily handle fifty large en-

velopes at one time. While using a Houston, Texas postmark could act as

an identifier, and seem odd when associated with GMU letterhead, the

thought was that no law review editor would discover the difference or

spend time considering its meaning if he/she did.

As soon as the articles were mailed, several pieces of information were

tracked. The first information tracked was the initial time it took to receive

the first communication about the paper, regardless of whether by ac-

knowledgement of receipt, acceptance, or rejection of the paper. Utilizing

the date on the letter or e-mail instead of the date received was important

in avoiding any bias for slow mail or network connections. The second

piece of information centered on how long it took law reviews to acknowl-

edge receipt of the paper and the type of acknowledgment sent (postcard,

letter, phone call, e-mail, etc.). As will be detailed in the results section, not

every law review sent an acknowledgment; in fact, a total of nine law re-

views (18 percent) did not send an acknowledgement of the article, nor an

acceptance or rejection letter.50 The third set of data measured the length

50In the GMU letterhead group the nonresponding law reviews were (in alphabetical order):
Cornell Law Review, Hastings Law Journal, NYU Law Review, and the Wake Forest Law Review. In
the STCL letterhead group the nonresponding law reviews were: Fordham Law Review, Texas
Law Review, University of Pittsburgh Law Review, Utah Law Review, and Washington University Law

76 Vol. 22 / The Journal of Legal Studies Education



of time it took for the law reviews to accept or reject the article and how this

communication was transmitted. Finally, the last piece of information

tracked was any other communications from the law reviews (e-mails ask-

ing if the article was still available, etc.).

If and when the paper was accepted for publication, there was a de-

cision to make: should a call be made for an expedited review to all law

reviews, only those in the same letterhead group, or none of them and see

what would happen? Since the submitted paper was a paper the author

wanted published with the best placement possible, the decision was made

that once the paper was accepted, to contact all law reviews that had not

already rejected the paper, regardless of letterhead, and request an expe-

dited review. Also, there is literature that states that many of the higher

ranking law reviews do not look at an article from certain authors until

they receive an expedited review request.51 Sending out an expedited re-

view request was therefore thought to maximize the possibilities of pub-

lication.

After just two weeks the University of Colorado Law Review accepted

the paper. One of the faculty support staff at STCL then made the requests

for expedited reviews. She was told to ask for an expedited review, and to

state when the current offer of publication was to lapse, but not to disclose

which law review had accepted the paper. She was also instructed not to

give any identifying information as to her institution.

After making these calls, attention centered on when and how the law

reviews responded to the expedited review request. This follow-up was to

Quarterly. The lack of acknowledgment was especially odd in the case of the Fordham Law Re-
view since the submitted article’s author had published several past articles in that review.

51A former articles editor at Duke Law Review writing of his experiences as an articles editor
states that he ‘‘quickly learned the shortcuts to article selection . . . most importantly, let the
editors of other law journals do your work for you; that is, concentrate your effort on ex-
pedited reviewsFarticles which have already received an offer from another journal.’’ Sa-
unders, supra note 2, at 1666. See also Tobias, supra note 17, at 534 (‘‘Editors of most elite
reviews frequently do not read manuscripts until writers call with an offer. A number of
journals ask the offeror’s identity, and a few even refuse to expedite review absent that in-
formation.’’); Whitford, supra note 6, at 231 (‘‘Among authors it is widely believed that the ’top’
reviews, such as those at Harvard or Yale, will not look at a manuscript unless the author is
already famous (e.g., Richard Posner or Lawrence Tribe), or until the manuscript has been
accepted at a respectable law review.’’). While this may be true for some articles and authors, it
was not the case here. As discussed infra note 57 the Harvard Law Review rejected the paper in
a lightning fast seven days.
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be done until the paper was finally placed and nondeciding law reviews

were called and informed of the author’s final decision on placement.

The author of the submitted paper never did publish the paper. This

lack of publication was due in part to a somewhat extended, flirtatious e-

mail relationship with the Stanford Law Review where it looked as if the

article would be accepted.52 Ultimately, however, the article was not given

an offer of publication and the paper was pulled from consideration, ed-

ited into two parts, with each part submitted independently for publica-

tion. To date, one of the edited parts has been published in the Kansas Law
Review.53

RESULTS

Twenty-five law reviews received cover letters on GMU letterhead, and

twenty-five received cover letters on STCL letterhead. Of these, twenty-

one in the GMU group and twenty in the STCL group responded with

some acknowledgment. Four law reviews in the GMU group and five law

reviews in the STCL group did not respond at all.54

52See Appendix B for the text of the e-mails sent by the Stanford Law Review.

53Paul E. McGreal, Slighting Context: The Illogic of Ordinary Speech in Statutory Interpretation, 52
KAN. L. REV. 325 (2004).

54See supra note 50 for those law reviews who never corresponded about the article at all. The
following e-mail came in on the eve of publication of this piece indicating that even the top-tier
law schools have administrative snafus on the article submission and acknowledgment
processes and snafus are no respecters of schools.

I am writing to acknowledge that we have not responded to your submission within 12
weeks, as we promised in our acknowledgement e-mail. I sincerely apologize for not
getting to your manuscript more quickly. Form letters are bad enough but missing a
deadline is worse. At this point, we will assume that your piece has been accepted
elsewhere or otherwise withdrawn unless you inform us otherwise.

We all recognize that our review process sometimes results in our failure to read
scholarly work by very distinguished and hardworking scholars and attorneys like
yourself. The six articles editors, including myself, work very hard to review pieces in
a timely fashion. But our initial decisions about what articles to read quickly are
admittedly hurried because of the record number of submissions: over 1500 so far this
year. (To put this number in context, we will only publish 14 or 15 articles in our volume
103, an acceptance rate of under 1%.) We of course continue to welcome submissions,
but we also hope that law journals and authors can work toward a more rational
and productive system.
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Of those law reviews responding in the GMU group, the number of

days for a first response ranged from two days (University of Pennsylvania
Law Review) to forty-three days (Case Western Reserve Law Review), and the

average was fourteen days (sd5 11.25).55 Not all law reviews acknowl-

edged receipt of the paper, and for several law reviews the first response

was a rejection of the article.56 When factoring in the first response of any

kind, there were a total of twenty-one responses out of twenty-five schools

in the GMU group. The average number of days before first contact, when

including these two additional law reviews in the GMU group, was also

fourteen days (sd5 11.51). Twelve law reviews formally rejected the paper.

The number of days to reject the paper ranged from seven days (Harvard
Law Review) to ninety-five days (Washington and Lee Law Review), with an

average of twenty-five days (sd5 22.87).57

In the STCL group, the number of days for a first response ranged

from three days (the George Washington Law Review and Ohio State Law Journal)
to forty-eight days (Emory Law Journal), and the average was thirteen days

(sd510.65). Of the twenty responses, only fifteen law reviews provided an

acknowledgment of the paper itself; five law reviews gave a rejection letter as

Again, I apologize for our delay in responding. Thank you for your interest in the
Michigan Law Review.

Sincerely,
Peter DiCola
Executive Articles Editor
Michigan Law Review
(734) 647-4074

55Unlike many law reviews that use postcards or e-mails, the University of Pennsylvania Law
Review sent a letter to acknowledge receipt of the article. While it entails additional cost and
time, receiving a letter acknowledging your work is some small recognition of effort and
personalization of the review process.

56In the GMU letterhead group, the law reviews that sent, as their first communication, a
rejection of the article were (in alphabetical order): Boston University Law Review (twenty-four
days) and Harvard Law Review (seven days). In the STCL letterhead group, the schools first
communicating with a rejection were: BYU Law Review (eleven days), Duke Law Review (nine
days), Florida Law Review (fifteen days), and Yale Law Review (twenty-two days).

57Harvard Law Review is the most efficient law review of the fifty in the sample. The article was
mailed on a Tuesday, and if one assumes it takes three days for delivery, it would have been
delivered on Friday. The letter rejecting the article was dated the next Tuesday, just five days
after receipt, and only one full working day.
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their first contact. The average number of days to receive an acknowl-

edgement from the STCL group was twelve days (sd511.17). Sixteen law

reviews formally rejected the paper. The number of days to reject the paper

ranged from nine days (Duke Law Journal and University of Illinois Law Review)

to sixty-five days (Columbia Law Review), with an average of thirty days

(sd519.08).

One interesting trend was that the law reviews which did not send

any form of acknowledgement made an ultimate decision (read ‘‘rejec-

tion’’) of the paper faster than those who did. Generally, those law reviews

that did not initially acknowledge the paper rejected the paper in about

two weeks, and the responding schools took an average of thirty days. The

time that nonresponders took to make a decision is probably lower than

the typical time of response due to the expedited review request made

when the paper was accepted after fourteen days.

None of the differences between the GMU group and the STCL group

were statistically significant. Using student’s t test between means, there was

no significant difference between the days for a first response, t(39)50.26,

p50.8, between the days to acknowledge the paper, t(32)50.54, p50.6,

or between the days to reject the paper for publication t(26)5 � 0.61,

p50.6.

TABLE 1: RESULTS

First-Tier School Fourth-Tier School

Average number of days to

first response

14.19 (sd5 11.25) 13.30 (sd5 10.65)

Average number of days to

acknowledge paper

14.05 (sd5 11.51) 11.93 (sd5 11.17)

Average number of days to

accept or reject paper

24.50 (sd5 22.87) 29.50 (sd5 19.08)

Number of law reviews with

no response

4 5
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DISCUSSION

How Articles Are Selected

In a survey of student-run law reviews, articles editors gave three primary

objectives they try to accomplish during the article selection phase. The

first objective is that no substandard articles be accepted for publication.58

Second, the editors want to select the best articles for which the journal has

a reasonable chance to acquire the publication rights.59 Finally, the editors

seek to satisfy any topical requirements the law review board has selected

for that particular volume or issue.60

The selection process for articles is generally similar at most student-

run law reviews. First, the article is prescreened by an articles editor who

looks to see if the paper submitted is generally acceptable to the journal.61 If

the paper passes this initial screening, it is sent to another articles editor who

is supposed to read the entire paper, and if he/she likes it, send it to still

another articles editor for a second read.62 If the paper survives both reads,

it is given to all the members of the article selection committee who then give

it a third read and then vote on whether to extend an offer for publication. If

the article is voted on positively, the author is given an offer of publication.63

There are no nationally established standards or norms for how

articles editors pass on papers at the prescreening, or first, second, or

third reads (if that many, or possibly more).64 This being so, articles

editors generally select their own standards and criteria for making

judgments regarding publication.65 Articles editors admit that it is their

58Leibman & White, supra note 14, at 402. One set of authors states an ‘‘inferior’’ paper is any
from a low-status institution or author. See Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 604 (‘‘students
of elite journals benefit from emphasizing the gap between their schools and the non-elite
schools. If anyone is good enough to get published in the Harvard Law Review, what’s the big
deal about Harvard?’’). Id. at 602 n.5.

59Leibman & White, supra note 14, at 402.

60Id.

61Collier, supra note 20, at 168 n.91.

62Id.

63Id.

64See Leibman & White, supra note 14, at 413.

65Id. See also Saunders, supra note 2, at 1666 (creating his own ‘‘short cuts’’ for article selec-
tion).
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belief that publishing pieces by famous authors, or authors associated with

more prestigious institutions, enhances the image of their law reviews.66

This basic belief may cause errors of selection on making false positives for

famous authors or authors from high-prestige institutions, and false neg-

atives on unknown authors or those from low-prestige institutions.67

This bias has led for a call for reform in the article selection process

so that law reviews make their publication decisions by ‘‘blind review,’’ of

the papers submitted before they know the author’s name, law school

affiliation, or job.68 This process has been adopted at the Yale Law Review.69

However, the ‘‘blind review’’ selection process begins only after the first

initial screening, which is done with full knowledge of the author’s name

and affiliations.70 At Harvard, the prescreening is blind, but, after the in-

itial prescreening, the author’s information is known.71 No other law re-

views make an effort at blind review.72

66Leibman & White, supra note 14, at 404.

67See James Lindgren, An Author’s Manifesto, 61 U. CHI. L. REV. 527, 530 (1994). Lindgren
relates a story of one law review’s editorial board who liked an article from a certain author but
decided not to ‘‘take a chance’’ since that author was from a non-elite law school. Later that
same year, an article in the same field as the rejected article, but from a professor at an elite
school, was accepted for publication even though it was ‘‘inferior.’’ Id. See also Subotnik &
Lazar, supra note 16, at 604 (‘‘Since articles by faculty at low-status institutions . . . can ordi-
narily add little if any status value, one would expect such articles to be substantially disad-
vantaged in the evaluation process at such venerable institutions as the Harvard Law Review.
If this is the caseFand again this is the proposition to be testedFit would represent a major
blow to any notion that our law reviews, and maybe even our law schools, function, at bottom,
as meritocracies.’’).

68See Lindgren, supra note 67, at 538 (calling for blind review); Leibman & White, supra note
14, at 420. Leibman and White state that knowledge of authorship can ‘‘seriously bias’’ the
review process and that is it ‘‘irrelevant and prejudicial’’ to the manuscripts quality. Id. at 405.

69See Hibbitts, supra note 16, at 650–51.

70See Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 606 n.34. Subotnik and Lazar note that the Yale Law
Review does have more authors from lower status institutions than other similar law reviews. Id.

71Id. at 606 n.34. One wonders if, in the end, an author feels better about being rejected having
undergone blind review. Since the manuscript, which was the subject of this paper, was rejected
by one law review just seven days after mailing, it might be of some comfort to know it was not
rejected solely on its merits. However, looking to how an author might feel about being rejected
is not the primary concernFgetting an offer of publication is. Therefore, if bias exists, blind
review should maximize the possibility of publication by authors from non-elite institutions.

72Id. See also Ira Mark Ellman, A Comparison of Law Faculty Production in Leading Law Reviews,
33 J. LEGAL EDUC. 681, 692 (1983) (The article surveyed twenty-three law reviews over a
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Law reviews do not conduct blind review for various reasons. First,

students could possibly determine who the authors were or use clues in the

paper to determine the author’s institution, therefore creating extra work

and complication for nothing.73 While this type of investigation might be

possible, there is evidence that if the articles editor attempted to do this

he/she would be unable to determine information with any reasonable

accuracy.74

A second reason given for not having blind review is that students are

unable to evaluate faculty writing and therefore must use some other

means to evaluate merit.75 Third, with the overwhelming number of pa-

pers submitted to the top law reviews, some fast and easy method must be

utilized in order to make decisions about which papers to give full review

and make offers of publication. Without specific knowledge of the subject

area, an author’s name and institutional affiliation serve as a proxy for

merit.76 Finally, the area of blind review has been debated in the social

science area where articles are reviewed blind, but the offers of publication

are not. That is, ultimately, an editor must make a decision, based on re-

views that could be conflicting, as to whether to publish the article.

There are other concerns about using the blind review process

for law reviews such as: (1) the increased costs of blind review, (2) the

three-year period and concluded that ‘‘the major law reviews publish the work of their own
faculty disproportionately often.’’).

73Saunders, supra note 2, at 1681.

74See, e.g., Stephen J. Ceci & Douglas Peters, How Blind is Blind Review?, 39 AM. PSYCHOL. 1491
(1984) (conducted a study of social science journals and found only 25 percent of reviewers
correctly guessed the author’s name on journal articles submitted in a double-blind process).
Ceci and Peters concluded that ‘‘the present study indicates that blind reviewing is fairly
blind.’’ Id. at 1494. Since this study utilized well-informed subjects (academics with a knowl-
edge of the subject area) one would predict second- and third-year law students would do
much worse at determining an author of any given piece.

75See Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 611. See also Richard A. Posner, The Future of the
Student-Edited Law Review, 47 STAN. L. REV. 1131, 1133–34 (1995) (stating that since students
do not know the various areas in which they are reviewing papers, they fall back on the au-
thor’s name and institution); The Articles Editors, A Response, 61 U. CHI. L. REV. 553, 554
(1994) (writing that ‘‘perhaps [the articles editors] should rely on author credentials rather
than their own judgments. After all, professors get jobs at elite schools precisely because they
are good, original writersFfew elite schools base even a part of their tenure decisions on
teaching ability.’’).

76Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 611.
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possibility that authors could mislead reviewers into thinking they have a

more impressive publication history, (3) the concern that blind review de-

prives reviewers of knowing if the author’s studies hold up to replication,

and (4) the problem of preventing editors from developing relationships

with authors.77 There is also the difference in the nature of legal and social

science-type scholarship. The rapidity with which law changes demands a

more rapid review and publication process. Blind review, particularly

when peers conduct reviews, creates a delay in publication factor that is

often not as critical in other fields.

Law Professors’ Belief of Law Review Editors Favoritism to Authors from Top-Tier
Schools

Law professors believe that law review editors favor papers written by

authors from higher ranked schools, a belief somewhat validated by

anecdotal stories78 and admissions of former articles editors.79 This

partiality for articles from authors at higher ranked institutions also oc-

curs among law professors themselves. Two recent articles ranked the

‘‘prestige’’ of a journal by using ‘‘author preeminence’’ as the basis for the

rankings.80 In both papers the same scale was used to determine author

77Ceci & Peters, supra note 74, at 1492.

78See supra text accompanying notes 35–44. See also Lindgren, supra note 67, at 530.

79See Collier, supra note 20, at 169 (at the Stanford Law Review ‘‘[a]rticles . . . from authors at
well-known, prestigious institutionsFsuch as Harvard, Yale, and MichiganFwere automat-
ically given a full first reading’’); Krotoszynski, supra note 2, at 329 n.25 (commenting that ‘‘as
an articles editor at the Duke Law Journal, I routinely read submissions from professors at top
ten law schools as quickly as possible, on the assumption that an appointment at a top ten law
school probably represented an effective proxy for merit. . . . submissions from professors at
elite law schools received more immediate attention than many other submissions.’’); Saun-
ders, supra note 2, at 1666 (Saunders states that as an articles editor he would ‘‘[r]eview articles
from top schools and top professors quickly.’’). It has been acknowledged that due to the
selection process that an ‘‘identical article submitted by a person holding an academic ap-
pointment at the Yale Law School will probably receive a stronger law review placement than
it would if submitted by a person holding an appointment at LSU.’’ Krotoszynski, supra note 2,
at 329.

80See Tracey E. George & Chris Guthrie, An Empirical Evaluation of Specialized Law Reviews, 26
FLA. ST. U. L. REV. 813 (1999) (using author preeminence to rank specialized law reviews);
Robert M. Jarvis & Phyllis G. Coleman, Ranking Law Reviews: An Empirical Analysis Based on
Author Prominence, 39 ARIZ. L. REV. 15 (1997) (ranking law reviews using a self-developed scale
to determine the value of an individual article’s contribution to legal literature).
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preeminence.81 The articles ranked the journals by author preeminence

since the authors thought it ‘‘common-sense intuition that the prestige of a

review depends largely upon the prestige of the authors whose articles it

publishes.’’82

The utilized scale shows a heavy bias toward authors from top-tier

institutions. An article from a ‘‘first-tier’’ law professor was worth

625 points; an author from the ‘‘second-tier’’ provided 475 points (76

percent of a first-tier author); ‘‘third-tier’’ was worth 400 points (64

percent); and from the ‘‘fourth-tier’’ only 275 points (44 percent).83

This ranking and point system meant that an article from an author

at a fourth-tier law school provided only slightly more points than

an author from a non-law school professor, which provided 200 points.84

Most other disciplines do not use this method to rank journals,

instead preferring citation counts of the articles published in any given

journal.85

81George & Guthrie, supra note 80, at 826–27.

82Id. at 826.

83Jarvis & Coleman, supra note 80, at 17–18.

84Id. at 18.

85See Dennis M. Gerrity & Richard B. McKenzie, The Ranking of Southern Economics Depart-
ments: New Criterion and Further Evidence, 45 S. ECON. J. 608 (1978) (using citation counts to
rank economic departments at ten southern universities); David N. Laband, A Qualitative Test
of Journal Discrimination Against Women, 13 E. ECON. J. 149, 149 (1987) (stating that the ‘‘[q]ua-
lity of a specific article can be proxied by subsequent citations of that article by researchers’’);
Jerry M. Newman & Elizabeth Cooper, Determinants of Academic Recognition: The Case of the
Journal of Applied Psychology, 78 J. APPLIED PSYCHOL. 518 (1993) (using citations as a measure of
recognition an article receives); Michael J. Piette & Kevin L. Ross, A Study of the Publication of
Scholarly Output in Economics Journals, 18 E. ECON. J. 429, 431 (1992) (‘‘We use counts of ci-
tations . . . in the period following publication . . . as a proxy for article quality.’’). Citation
counts showing the ‘‘impact’’ of an article has been done for law review articles. See Fred R.
Shapiro, The Most-Cited Law Review Articles, 73 CAL. L. REV. 1540 (1985); Fred R. Shapiro, The
Most-Cited Articles from The Yale Law Journal, 100 YALE L.J. 1449 (1991). For a humorous article
on how to increase an article’s citation count, see Balkin & Levinson, supra note 21. But see
Marianne A. Ferber, Citations: Are They an Objective Measure of Scholarly Merit?, 11 J. WOMEN

CULTURE SOC. 381, 388 (1986) (finding that authors cite those authors of the same sex more
often than those of the opposite sex and concluding that citation counts should not be viewed
as an unbiased measure of the quality of an article).

Citation counts are a more objective measure of an article’s ‘‘influence’’ since it is a hard
measure of how many individuals have actually read all, or a part, of an article. If an article is
highly cited it can be assumed that those individuals citing the article have actually read it and
were somehow influenced by the article’s contents.
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The effect of favoritism has been studied in other disciplines. Most

notably, in one well-known social science article, papers were resubmitted

to the same journals from which they had already been published.86 The

only difference was that the author’s name and institution attached to the

submission was from a nondescript academic institution.87 Even though

the papers had already been published in the same journals to which they

were being resubmitted, there were an overwhelming number of rejec-

tions.88 This halo effect has been found in a number of studies looking at

social and physical science journals and the publication rates of upper-tier

institutions.89

Assuming there is favoritism, are there reasons for it?

If one assumes bias exists in the law review process in some fashion, there

could be good reasons for its existence. The first, and most obvious, is that

many hold the belief that authors from higher ranked institutions write

better papers and have better ideas than authors at lower ranked institu-

tions.90 This assumption presumes that higher ranked institutions are

86Douglas P. Peters & Stephen J. Ceci, A Manuscript Masquerade, 20 THE SCIENCES 16 (1980).

87Id. at 17.

88Id. at 18. See also Stephen J. Ceci & Douglas Peters, Peer review: A Study of Reliability, 14
CHANGE 44 (1982) (providing background information about the Peters and Ceci study).

89See, e.g., Diana Crane, The Gatekeepers of Science: Some Factors Affecting the Selection of Articles for
Scientific Journals, 2 AMER. SOCIOLOGIST 195, 195 (1967) (‘‘An author’s academic affiliation may
cast a kind of ’halo’ effect over his work which impedes objective evaluation’’); James S. Fair-
weather, Reputational Quality of Academic Programs: The Institutional Halo, 28 RES. HIGHER EDUC.
345, 354 (1988) (finding an institutional halo effect in the rankings of faculty quality for en-
gineering-related programs); Doris West Goodrich, An Analysis of Manuscripts Received by the
Editors of the American Sociological Review from May 1, 1944 to September 1, 1945, 10 AM. SOCI-

OLOGICAL REV. 716, 724 (1945) (finding ‘‘that manuscripts submitted by authors identified with
major institutions are accepted in greater proportion than are those coming from authors with
other affiliations. . . . the acceptance ratio is about 4 to 1 for ’major public’ institutions, and
about 6 to 1 for ’major private’ institutions’’); Joel Kupfersmid, Improving What is Published:
A Model in Search of an Editor, 43 AMER. PSYCHOL. 635 (1988).

90See, e.g., Ceci & Peters, supra note 88, at 45 (‘‘it could be (and has been) argued that those
individuals employed at places like Harvard are the most competent scientists in their fields.
Therefore, they are more likely to get their work published because it represents the highest
quality, not because of preferential treatment’’). See also Harriet Zuckerman & Robert K.
Merton, Patterns of Evaluation in Science: Institutionalization, Structure and Functions of the Referee
System, 9 MINERVA 66 (1971) (discussing the history of referred journals and the review process
and statistics of acceptance for the journal Physical Review). Zuckerman and Merton offer as a
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so ranked because they have the best authors and are not so ranked be-

cause of other reasons.91 The institutions, therefore, are the screeners of

quality.

The author’s institution then becomes the proxy for quality. Richard

Posner, a cross-disciplinary legal scholar, states this institutional favoritism

bias might occur more now than in the past due to the increased presence

in legal literature of more papers that are interdisciplinary, theoretical, or

nondoctrinal, which law students are not able to properly assess.92 Since

article editors do not fully understand the papers they are reading, they

look to other signals possibly showing quality or merit leading them to

consider the reputation of the author.93 Posner suggests that looking at an

author’s reputation is ‘‘not the worst’’ way to determine the quality of an

article.94 However, he also notes that looking at the author’s institutional

affiliation is ‘‘dysfunctional’’ and puts it in the same category as looking at

the length of the article, number and length of the footnotes, or the au-

thor’s use of gender-neutral terms.95

Another reason for student favoritism or bias toward certain authors

is the fear of making a mistake. When evaluating a paper from an author at

a higher ranked institution, articles editors may fear rejecting a meritori-

ous paper and committing a ‘‘beta error’’96 of ‘‘letting one get away.’’97

possible reason for higher publication rates at higher ranked institutions that the outcome is
based on ‘‘the scientific quality of the manuscripts coming from different sources.’’ Id. at 85.

91See, e.g., The Articles Editors, supra note 75, at 554.

92Posner, supra note 75, at 1133. See also Hibbitts, supra note 16, at 641–42 (asserting that some
professors believe ‘‘student editors are incompetent to judge academic contributions to an
ever-more-complex field, and often rely on irrelevant ’secondary’ criteria, such as the rep-
utation and/or background of the author, the prestige of his or her institution, or the number
of prominent names the author can drop in an ’acknowledgements’ footnote’’); Subotnik &
Lazar, supra note 16, at 611 (‘‘students are simply not qualified to evaluate faculty writing.
They are, accordingly, forced to rely on some proxy for merit’’).

93Posner, supra note 75, at 1133–34.

94Id.

95Id. at 1134.

96Beta error is ‘‘the probability of accepting the null hypothesis when it is false.’’ STEDMAN’S
MEDICAL DICTIONARY 614 (27th ed. 2000). The null hypothesis is always that there is no dif-
ference between groups or that the difference is due solely to chance. Id. at 866.

97See Peters & Ceci, supra note 86, at 19. See also Zuckerman & Merton, supra note 90, at 85
(giving as a reason for higher acceptance rates the possibility that the work from higher-level
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When evaluating a paper from an author at a lower ranked institution, the

bias is reversed since the articles editors do not want to publish an article

that is flawed; this is known as ‘‘alpha error.’’98

Also, the desire of articles editors for leisure, a simple but realistic

factor, affects the selection process. A thorough assessment of article sub-

missions takes time, time that can be spent on other activities. Since there is

no real detriment for any individual editor in making an ‘‘incorrect’’ de-

cision, the ability to rely on an author’s institution is a quick way to make

any initial decisions. If an author’s institution is a true proxy for merit,

utilizing this factor is a quick, easy way for an articles editor to make a

reasonable decision while increasing his/her leisure time.

Critical race theory also provides an interpretation for any bias,

which may or may not be deliberate on the part of articles editors.99 Sub-

otnik and Lazar looked at the number of papers that were published in

nine of the top-ranked law schools’ law reviews to see the number of ar-

ticles they placed from in-house authors, authors at the top nine schools,

authors at the top twenty-six schools, and authors from the third and

fourth tiers of law schools.100 They found that an overwhelming percent-

age of papers were from either in-house or from other top nine schools,

with only a small fraction (approximately one out of ten at best) of the

institutions are judged less severely and are ‘‘given the benefit of the doubt by editors and
referees’’).

98See Peters & Ceci, supra note 86, at 19. ‘‘It is not unreasonable to think that reviewers eval-
uating a manuscript submitted by someone working at a highly respected institution will be
sensitive to making ‘‘false negative’’ evaluations (rejecting meritorious papers), whereas pa-
pers authored by individuals at institutions of less distinction will evoke more concern about
’false positive’ evaluations (accepting a flawed report).’’ Id.

Alpha error is the ‘‘probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when it is true.’’ See STED-

MAN’S MEDICAL DICTIONARY, supra note 96, at 614.
In a paper by Zuckerman and Merton, in looking at the acceptance rates to the journal

Physical Review, they suggest that the alpha and beta error were assigned differently between
‘‘high rejection’’ journals and ‘‘low rejection’’ journals. Zuckerman & Merton, supra note 90.
High rejection journals preferred to err in rejecting papers of significant merit rather than
publish those papers that would be deemed by others in their discipline as non-publishable or
‘‘unimportant.’’ Id. at 78. This as opposed to the opposite strategy of ‘‘low rejection’’ journals
which would rather publish work which turns out to be of substandard quality rather than
miss any which turn out to be ‘‘original and significant.’’ Id.

99Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16, at 601.

100Id. at 607–08 (Tables 1–4).
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articles from third- and fourth-tier authors.101 They then suggested that

the results were consistent with critical race theory, which stated simply is

‘‘how doctrine in each area is contingent, mystifying, and calculated to

advance the interests of the powerful.’’102 By not allowing authors from

lower ranked institutions to be published in the law reviews of higher

ranked institutions, it creates the illusion of power in those law reviews

since if ‘‘anyone is good enough to get published in the Harvard Law Re-

view, what’s the big deal about Harvard?’’103

Whatever the reason for the favoritism, such favoritism does

create what has been dubbed ‘‘the Matthew effect.’’ The Matthew effect

comes from the verse in Matthew, ‘‘For unto every one that hath shall be

given, and he shall have abundance: but from him that hath not

shall be taken away even that which he hath.’’104 The ‘Matthew effect’

consists in the accruing of greater increments of recognition for

particular scientific contributions to scientists of considerable repute

and the withholding of such recognition from scientists who have not

yet made their mark.’’105 This Matthew effect is just another way for the

halo effect to work, but the Matthew effect requires that status

must be earned. As one’s work gets more widely known and recognized,

it becomes more and more likely that offers of publication will be

forthcoming.

Why was there no effect here?

The original thought was that some systematic differences would arise be-

tween those papers submitted from STCL as compared to those on

GMU letterheadFhowever no such difference emerged. If there is, in

101Id.

102Id. at 602.

103Id. at 602 n.5.

104Matthew 25:29 (King James).

105Robert K. Merton, The Matthew Effect in Science, 159 SCIENCE 56 (1968) (author interviewed
Nobel laureates to see if they thought there was any favorable bias toward their work after
they received a Nobel prize). A variation of the Matthew effect in law reviews may be a little-
discussed practice of law students checking indexes for the author’s name to determine prior
publications and record of placement. Without blind review, this type of preliminary screen-
ing is performed easily.
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fact, favoritism for higher ranked institutions, it could be that GMU is not

high enough ranked to establish a favorable bias from law review

editors.106 The literature suggests that to receive any sort of favorable bias,

the school must be ranked in the top ten or twenty schools.107 If this level of

screening is what happened, then it is interesting that other schools in the first

tier, but beneath the top twenty schools, do not receive the favorable bias. This

finding in our experiment might lead to more support for the critical race

theory’s suggestion that the system is built to keep those in power, in power.

There is also the possibility, raised by the submitted paper’s author

himself, that the paper was not of sufficient quality to garner any positive

attribution from GMU. It is entirely possible that a paper’s intrinsic quality

may get it past the first several reads, and then the author’s reputation and

institution may make the difference in whether the paper is given an offer.

However, various statements made by former articles editors do not

support this inference.108 Most state that reputation and institution were

primary factors in giving a paper any attention at all, not just in the de-

cision to make an offer for publication.

There also may have been some differences between the two groups,

but the sample size was not large enough to get a significant statistical dif-

ference. There was a slight difference between the treatment of the two

letterhead groups in the time it took law reviews to accept or reject the

article. However, it was only an average of five days difference with a wide

standard deviation. In order to find a significant difference here, many

more data points would have been required, possibly more than the

number of law schools in the United States.

106GMU ranks seventy-fourth among all law schools when taking a five-year average of its
academic reputation scores in the U.S. News & World Report law school rankings.

A former law school dean of another school commented, ‘‘if GMU is in the [U.S. News &
World Report rankings] top tier, I can’t imagine how it got there.’’ While this experiment would
have been better using the letterhead of a school in the top ten, alas, neither the author, nor
any of his colleagues, has been invited to visit at any of these institutions. However, if the
chance does arrive, this experiment may be repeated in the future.

107See, e.g., Collier, supra note 20, at 169 (the bias was toward authors from ‘‘Harvard, Yale
and Michigan’’); Krotoszynski, supra note 2, at 329 n.25 (reporting as a law review editor he
gave a preference to professors ‘‘at a top ten law school’’); Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16,
at 610 (giving anecdotal evidence that the University of Kentucky [a tier-2 school] was
not high enough and was subject to a negative bias as opposed to the law school of William
& Mary).

108See supra note 79.
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The expedited review request also confounds the results. Since the

Colorado Law Review accepted the paper after just fourteen days and calls

were then made for an expedited review, it is unknown how the various

nonresponding law reviews up until that time would have treated the ar-

ticle. Generally law reviews do respond in some manner once an expedited

review request is given. However, because this was a piece that the author

wanted published (at least at that time) there was no other option but to

make the expedited review request.

It may be of some consolation to those law professors not affiliated with

an ‘‘elite’’ law school that they are probably being treated equally by the

various law reviews. If this is true, however, it may be of small comfort that

their work is being rejected on its merits instead of factors, which cannot be

readily changed (if at all), like the school with which they are affiliated or the

school from which they received their undergraduate or law school degree.

Another explanation could be that the articles editors never saw the

cover letter and therefore the letterhead had zero effect on the treatment

or decision made on the submitted paper. Since the first footnote of the

submitted paper stated that the author was a Visiting Associate Professor at

GMU and an Associate Professor at STCL, the degree to which this was a

positive or negative factor would be the same across both letterhead

groups. If this is, in fact, what occurred, it can only be said that being

from GMU had no positive impact on the article. This publication rate of 2

percent is lower than the acceptance rate for the submitted paper’s author

acceptance rates for previous articles.109

It should be noted that there are examples of authors from lower

ranked institutions that do publish in top-tier journals.110 However,

109Professor McGreal reports the following number of firm offers for publication for his var-
ious articles published while employed at STCL: Paul E. McGreal, Slighting Context: The Illogic
of Ordinary Speech in Statutory Interpretation, 52 KAN. L. REV. 325 (2004) (three offers); Paul E.
McGreal & Dee Dee Baba, Applying Coase to Qui Tam Actions Against the States, 77 NOTRE DAME L.
REV. 87 (2001) (four offers); Paul E. McGreal, There Is No Such Thing as Textualism: A Case Study
in Constitutional Method, 69 FORDHAM L. REV. 2393 (2001) (four offers); Paul E. McGreal, Un-
constitutional Politics, 76 NOTRE DAME L. REV. 519 (2001) (five offers); Paul E. McGreal, Ambition’s
Playground, 68 FORDHAM L. REV. 1107 (2000) (three offers); Paul E. McGreal, The Role of Sus-
picion in Federal Equal Protection, 8 WM. & MARY BILL OF RTS. J. 183 (1999) (two offers); Paul E.
McGreal, The Flawed Economics of the Dormant Commerce Clause, 39 WM. & MARY L. REV. 1191
(1998) (four offers).

110While it does not happen often, authors from fourth-tier schools do get published in the
law review journals of the law schools listed in the top ten of U.S. News & World Report’s law
school rankings. Lexis searches (1982 to present) found twenty-eight articles (not including
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symposiums, book reviews, or essays) published in the law review journals of the top-ten-
ranked law schools. The law schools’ law reviews checked, in alphabetical order, were
University of Chicago, Columbia University, Cornell University, Harvard University, Univer-
sity of Michigan-Ann Arbor, New York University, University of Pennsylvania, Stanford Uni-
versity, University of Virginia, and Yale University.

Listed by author’s law school the articles are:

California Western School of Law: Scott B. Ehrlich, Avoidance of Foreclosure Sales and
Fraudulent Conveyances: Accommodating State and Federal Objectives, 71 VA. L. REV. 933
(1985).

Capital University Law School: Bradley A. Smith, Point/Counterpoint: Some Problems with
Taxpayer-Funded Political Campaigns, 148 U. PA. L. REV. 591 (1999).

Cleveland-Marshall College of Law, Cleveland State University: Deborah A. Geier, The
Tax Court, Article III, and the Proposal Advances by the Federal Courts Study Committee: A Study
in Applied Constitutional Theory, 76 CORNELL L. REV. 985 (1991); Stephan Landsman, The
Rise of the Contentious Spirit: Adversary Procedure in Eighteenth Century England, 75 CORNELL

L. REV. 497 (1990) (Professor Landsman is now at DePaul University College of Law).

Golden Gate University School of Law: David Benjamin Oppenheimer, Exacerbating the
Exasperating: Title VII Liability of Employers for Sexual Harassment Committed by their Super-
visors, 81 CORNELL L. REV. 66 (1995).

Hamline University School of Law: Jon M. Garon, Normative Copyright: A Conceptual
Framework for Philosophy and Ethics, 88 CORNELL L. REV. 1278 (2003); James R. Pielemeier,
Constitutional Limitations on Choice of Law: The Special Case of Multistate Defamation, 133 U.
PA. L. REV. 381 (1985).

Michigan State University–DCL College of Law: Christine A. Klein, Preserving Monu-
mental Landscapes under the Antiquities Act, 87 CORNELL L. REV. 1333 (2002).

Mississippi College School of Law: William H. Page, The Chicago School and the Evolution of
Antitrust: Characterization, Antitrust Injury, and Evidentiary Sufficiency, 75 VA. L. REV. 1221
(1989); William H. Page, The Scope of Liability for Antitrust Violations, 37 STAN. L. REV. 1445
(1985).

New England School of Law: Allison M. Dussias, Ghost Dance and Holy Ghost: The Echoes of
Nineteenth-Century Christianization Policy in Twentieth-Century Native American Free Exercise
Cases, 49 STAN. L. REV. 773 (1997).

Northern Illinois University College of Law: J.Peter Mulhern, In Defense of the Political
Question Doctrine, 137 U. PA. L. REV. 97 (1988).

Northern Kentucky University, Salmon P. Chase College of Law: Emily M. S. Houh,
Critical Interventions: Toward an Expansive Equality Approach to the Doctrine of Good Faith in
Contract Law, 88 CORNELL L. REV. 1025 (2003).
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typically this does not happen often or for that long since many times those

professors are invited to ‘‘look-see’’ visits by higher ranked institutions.111

St. Mary’s University School of Law: Jon C. Dubin, Torquemada Meets Kafka: The
Misapplication of the Issue Exhaustion Doctrine to Inquisitorial Administrative Proceedings,
97 COLUM. L. REV. 1289 (1997) (Professor Dubin is now at Rutgers Law School); St.
Mary’s University, Michael Ariens, A Thrice-told Tale, or Felix the Cat, 107 HARV. L. REV. 620
(1994).

Touro College Jacob D. Fuchsberg, Law Center: Louise Harmon, Falling Off the Vine: Legal
Fictions and the Doctrine of Substituted Judgment, 100 YALE L.J. 1 (1990).

University of Missouri-Kansas City, School of Law: J. M. Balkin, Deconstructive Practice and
Legal Theory, 96 YALE L.J. 743 (1987); Robert L. Hayman, Jr., Presumptions of Justice: Law,
Politics, and the Mentally Retarded Parent, 103 HARV. L. REV. 1202 (1990) (Professor Hayman
is now at Widener Law School).

Western New England College, School of Law: James A. Gardner, Liberty, Community and
the Constitutional Structure of Political Influence: A Reconsideration of the Right to Vote, 145 U.
PA. L. REV. 893 (1997); Anne B. Goldstein, History, Homosexuality, and Political Values:
Searching for the Hidden Determinants of Bowers v. Hardwick, 97 YALE L.J. 1073 (1988);
Wendy J. Gordon, Fair Use as Market Failure: A Structural and Economic Analysis of the Be-
tamax Case and its Predecessors, 82 COLUM. L. REV. 1600 (1982) (Professor Gordon is now at
Boston University Law School); Donald R. Korobkin, Rehabilitating Values: A Jurisprudence
of Bankruptcy, 91 COLUM. L. REV. 717 (1991); Dennis M. Patterson, Wittgenstein and the
Code: A Theory of Good Faith Performance and Enforcement Under Article Nine, 137 U. PA. L.
REV. 335 (1988) (Professor Korobkin is now at Rutgers Law School); Barry Jeffrey Stern,
Revealing Misconduct of Public Officials Through Grand Jury Reports, 136 U. PA. L. REV. 73
(1987).

Widener University Law School: Charles Gardner Geyh, Informal Methods of Judicial Dis-
cipline, 142 U. PA. L. REV. 243 (1993) (Professor Geyh is now at Indiana University School
of Law); Charles Gardner Geyh, Paradise Lost, Paradigm Found: Redefining the Judiciary’s
Imperiled Role in Congress, 71 N.Y.U. L. REV. 1165 (1996); Alan E. Garfield, Promises of
Silence: Contract Law and Freedom of Speech, 83 CORNELL L. REV. 261 (1998); Lawrence A.
Hamermesh, Doctrines and Markets: Premiums in Stock-for-stock Mergers and Some Conse-
quences in the Law of Director Fiduciary Duties, 152 U. PA. L. REV. 881 (2003).

Chapman Law School: Scott Howe, The Failed Case For Eighth Amendment Regulation of the
Capital-Sentencing Trial, 146 U PA. L. REV. 795 (1998)

The reasons for the lack of authors from fourth-tier law schools are discussed
in Subotnik & Lazar, supra note 16.

111See Marina Angel, Women in Legal Education: What its like to be part of a perpetual first wave or the
case of the Disappearing Women, 61 TEMP. L. REV. 799, 803 n.24 (1988) (‘‘’Look see’ visitors are
those under consideration for a regular tenure track position. ’True’ visitors are those hired
for only one year to substitute for regular faculty members on leave’’).
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This phenomenon then would tend to validate articles editors’ beliefs and

the resulting halo effect from being at these institutions. While the halo

effect might be justifiable when applied to authors with a large publication

who come from a high-ranking institution, and for good reason, it

should not, as a matter of course, apply to all authors at those institutions

Fespecially those for whom this is their first academic position. Professors

starting their careers at high-ranking institutions might have more

promise and pedigree, but probably lack the publication record of

those who came to the top-tier institution based on their previous

body of work.

CONCLUSION

This article was born out of a desire to test a belief held by law professors that

those individuals who have positions at higher ranked law schools

receive preferential treatment in papers submitted to law reviews. To test

this, a paper, which was written by one of my colleagues who was visiting at

GMU, was submitted using two different letterheads. It was thought that the

papers sent along with GMU letterhead would receive preferential treat-

ment, but this was not the case. After comparing the submissions to the two

groups in time of acknowledgment, time of first response, and time to accept

or reject the paper, there was no statistical difference between the two groups.

Whatever the reason, it was somewhat disappointing to find out that

GMU was not the key to the ‘‘forbidden city.’’112 However, the existing

literature, anecdotal evidence, and the unknowns in the experiment sug-

gest that the review process at law reviews requires some introspection to

determine whether the best possible pieces and views on various legal is-

sues are being presented. If the primary factor is as editors describe it, that

of quality scholarship, perhaps there should be recognition that such ef-

forts can come from all quarters, indeed, all quartiles.

In a survey of the ‘‘most prolific law professors,’’ the authors’ found that many of the law
professors who wrote at the most top-tier institutions started their careers at other law schools.
Lindgren & Seltzer, supra note 47, at 783.

112See supra note 4.
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APPENDIX A

Order of Law Reviews/Journals (odd number journals received letterhead

of the South Texas College of Law, even numbers received letterhead of

George Mason University Law School)

1. Yale Law Journal

2. Harvard Law Review

3. Stanford Law Review

4. University of Chicago Law

Review

5. Columbia Law Review

6. Michigan Law Review

7. California Law Review

8. New York University Law

Review

9. Virginia Law Review Associa-

tion

10. University of Pennsylvania

Law Review

11. Duke Law Journal

12. Cornell Law Review

13. Texas Law Review

14. Northwestern University Law

Review

15. Georgetown Law Journal

16. UCLA Law Review

17. The Vanderbilt Law Review

18. Minnesota Law Review

19. Southern California Law

Review

20. North Carolina Law Review

21. Wisconsin Law Review

22. Iowa Law Review

23. University of Illinois Law

Review

24. Hastings Law Journal

25. The George Washington Law

Review

26. Boston University Law

Review

27. Washington University Law

Quarterly

28. U.C. Davis Law Review

29. Emory Law Journal

30. Washington and Lee Law

Review

31. Boston College Law Review

32. William & Mary Law

Review

33. Washington Law Review

34. Indiana Law Journal

35. Notre Dame Law Review

36. Tulane Law Review

37. Ohio State Law Journal

38. Arizona Law Review

39. Florida Law Review

40. University of Colorado Law

Review

41. Georgia Law Review

42. Wake Forest Law Review

43. Fordham Law Review

44. Case Western Reserve Law

Review

45. University of Pittsburgh Law

Review

46. Oregon Law Review

47. Utah Law Review

48. Maryland Law Review

49. Brigham Young University

Law Review

50. Arizona State Law Journal
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APPENDIX B

This is the series of e-mails sent to Professor Paul McGreal by one of the

articles editors at the Stanford Law Review. The articles editor’s name has

been omitted.

Friday, April 12:

Dear Professor McGreal:

I was the first reader of your submission, ‘‘Against Ordinary Usage in

Statutory Interpretation,’’ and I’m promoting it for further review in our

process. I’m writing to check to make sure the piece is still available.

I should mention that our review process is very slow (especially as

exams approach) and I therefore encourage you to not request expedited

reviews at other journals, as we wouldn’t be able to speed up our own

process in turn.

Sunday, April 14:

Dear Professor McGreal:

Thanks for your email. We plan to have a decision by next Wednes-

day. (One reason our process takes so long is that we ask for faculty input at

the later stages of review.)

Please keep us posted on the journals that make offers and their

deadlines.

Saturday, April 20:

Dear Professor McGreal,

I’m sorry, but we’re still working on your submission. We’ll need a

few more days. When does your Colorado offer expire? I would hate for

you to sour relations with them because of us.

Please let me know if you can bare with us for a little longer.

Wednesday, April 24 (morning):

Dear Professor McGreal:

The articles committee had another meeting on your submission

earlier today. We are all very impressed by your paper, but decided that we

unfortunately could not accept it in its current form. We realize that law

reviews do not normally ask authors to ‘‘revise and resubmit,’’ but because

we really liked your project we thought that we’d at least propose

the idea to you. Before saying anything more, I should mention that we
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hesitated to even bring this up for fear of seeming inappropriate. We

would completely understand if you thought that this was much more

trouble than it’s worth. That being said, we believe that your paper would

be more effective as an essay as opposed to an article. We have a number of

thoughts on how the paper could be revised to fit this format (including

framing the article as more of a negative project which emphasizes Sections

I and II–what you call the ‘‘local critique of Scalia’s textualism’’ (p. 58), but

greatly reducing or even cutting parts o Section III; deleting some exam-

ples in Section I, elaborating the distinction between strategic and ordinary

communication, etc.) We envision the final piece occupying at most 35

journal pages.

In the past we have given authors conditional acceptances, but have

had bad experiences with these. Our proposal does shift the risk onto you,

but I hope you understand how interested we are in you project. I realize

that you probably have many reasons for not pursuing this idea, but we

thought it was proposing.

In any event, we thank you for the opportunity to read your fasci-

nating paper.

Wednesday, April 24 (afternoon):

Dear Professor McGreal:

Thank you for your message; I’m happy that you’re interested in the

idea. We haven’t yet developed our specific recommendations, so I’m

afraid I wouldn’t be of much help if we spoke today. Now that I know that

you’re interested, we’ll put these together soon. Could we speak on Friday?

I know that this might be difficult because of your other offers.

I know this may be frustrating, but we would be unable to formally

pre-commit to accepting your revised essay. But we hope that our enthu-

siasm for your project combined with the focused suggestions that we will

provide would be enough to outweigh the risk on your side. Because of

past experiences, we have decided to proceed in this way so that we can

evaluate the success of the transformation from article to essay. I realize

that this is a lot to ask, and, again, I would fully understand if you

decide it’s not worth the bother. Of course, the decision will be easier to

make once you hear our specific comments. I will work on getting these

together soon.

Wednesday, April 24 (evening):

Dear Professor McGreal:
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I hope to email you before Friday with our ideas, but it may be that

we won’t be able to (we have back to back expedite meetings), in which case

we can talk about them on Friday.

Friday, April 26:

Dear Professor McGreal:

I’m very sorry, but I think that I spoke too soon when I proposed the

idea of converting your article into an essay. My committee has discussed

this twice today, and we’re unable to come to a decision on how we’d like

the piece changed. I was mistaken to think that I spoke for a majority of the

committee when I suggested that the cut would be between Sections II and

III. Because we are unable to agree on this crucial point, we think it is best

to give up on the idea.

I regret having approached you with the idea of an Essay format

before we formulated our suggestions for revision. We were so swamped

with expedited reviews that I thought it would be more economical to see if

you were at least receptive to the general idea before spending the time to

hammer out our specific suggestions. Please accept my apologies for the

inconvenience this has caused you.

That said, we did like your article, even if in the end it was for dif-

ferent reasons, and we hope that you will consider submitting to us again.

In fact, we’d be very interested in considering your next submission in full

committee.
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