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From the Editor

Two New Changes to 
the Reviewing Process
I am  u s in g  th is  i s su e 's  ed i to r ia l  to 

describe some o f  the changes I have 
made to the review process for the Cor

nell Hotel and Restaurant Administration 
Quarterly. I have come to the decision to 
make these changes based on feedback I 
have received from my editorial board, 
com m ents from authors, letters and phone 
calls from readers, and remarks made by my 
colleagues here at the Hotel School at Cor
nell. While, like any editor, I constantly 
reevaluate the way articles go through the 
submission process, the nature o f  the changes I am 
making do merit some particular mention. All o f  these 
changes went into effect in the beginning o f  2004.

First, I am beginning a process o f  rating each review 
that is performed for the Cornell Quarterly. While this 
information will not be made public, by systematically 
giving a rating to every review that is returned, I will be 
able to make better judgm ents as to who remains on the 
editorial board, which ad hoc reviewers will be invited 
onto the editorial board, from whom to solicit reviews, 
and the like. To some extent. I have always done such 
evaluations; however, they were always informal and 
were not recorded. By systematically collecting this

information, I feel I will be able to make 
better decisions and, ultimately, to function 
more effectively as editor.

Second, I am changing the number o f  
rev iew ers  and the co m p o s i t io n  o f  such 
reviewers for each paper. Previously, papers 
submitted to the Cornell Quarterly that were 
sent out to review were sent to two reviewers. 
Reviewers are chosen based on the topic of 
the paper and, to some extent, on the style or 
approach used by the paper (e.g., if it could 
benefit from a more practitioner perspective 

or needed someone more knowledgeable o f  a specific 
methodological technique). Now, each paper w'ill be 
sent to three reviewers, o f  whom at least one will be a 
hospitality practitioner and at least one w ill be an aca
demic. This approach will help ensure that the paper is 
both relevant to practice and methodologically rigor
ous. The third reviewer could be either an academic or 
a practitioner, as dictated by the nature o f  the paper, the 
topic, or where I feel I need more advice.

To make the second change described above, I have 
had to enlist the help o f  a large number o f  practitioner 
reviewers. So far, forty-five practitioners have agreed 
to serve as ad hoc reviewers. As part o f  signing on, they
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have agreed to review up to two papers a 
year and to return their reviews within 
thirty-five days. For many o f  these practi
tioners, the process o f  reviewing a paper 
for a journal will be a new experience, but 
I am looking forward to building this 
stronger tie with the practitioners who 
read the Cornell Quarterly. However, to 
accomplish my goals, I will likely need at 
least seventy practitioners over the course 
o f  the year to cover all o f  the papers that 
are reviewed. I am thus still in the process 
o f  looking for practitioner reviewers, and 1 
hope some o f  you reading this editorial 
will be willing to volunteer. While there is 
little compensation for such work (you 
receive nothing more than my gratitude 
and a special thanks in the Cornell Quar
terly  once  a year),  I am  hop ing  that 
involvement in the process will be inter

esting and educational enough to maintain 
and expand interest in this area. If you are 
interested in being a reviewer, please con
tac t  me (e -m a i l :  M ic h a e l . s tu rm a n @  
cornell.edu; or call 607-255-5383).

The goal o f  these changes is to further 
improve the quality o f  the Cornell Quar
terly. With roughly 150 papers being sub
mitted each year, even a small change to 
the review process requires that substan
tial systematic changes be implemented. 
While it has taken me longer than I hoped 
to make these changes, I am hopeful that 
evaluating reviews and including more 
practitioner feedback will allow the Cor
nell Quarterly to continuously improve 
itself and, ultimately, to better fulfill its 
m iss ion  o f  p ro v id in g  re se a rc h -b a se d  
insights to the practice o f  hospitality.—  
M.C.S.
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