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I presume that the lifecycle of a manuscript goes through the steps outlined in the below diagram. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Does step 4 assert that the authors have done the modeling work correctly? In my opinion, even a 

seasoned guy with extensive experience and many qualifications may not be able to catch a bug if the 

authors are smart enough to present the manuscripts in a way to get through the system of processing. 

The following questions would be pertinent to be asked at this level to understand the methodologies 

adopted by journal offices. 

� Is it possible to assert that there are no PhD students who have not tweaked modeling results or 

analysis to attain their titles and ambitions? Would we need hypothesis testing on this? 

� Is it possible to assert that faculty members who are on the edge of a knife have never tweaked 

modeling results or analysis to meet their needs? 

1. Performing a  modeling work (e.g., mathematical modeling or physical 

modeling)  

2.  Writing a manuscript based what has been driven out from the 

modeling work. 

3. Submitting the manuscript to a journal office that has advertised to 

have achieved a high impact factor. 

4. Reviewing of the manuscript (probably a rigorous review) based on 

what has been presented in the manuscript by the authors. 

5. Accepting or Rejecting based on what has been presented in the 

manuscript by the authors.  



� Is it possible to assert that faculty members have never tweaked modeling results or analysis to 

progress in their careers? 

� Is it possible to assert that the faculty members who supervise students are conversant with all 

the nuts and bolts of the work carried out by the students? 

� Is it possible to assert that a manuscript accepted by a journal office with a high impact factor 

has no tweaked modeling results or analysis? 

 

In my opinion, considering this loophole in the methodology adopted by journal offices, neither an 

advancement in the technologies nor in the scientific theories would yield the best of what is desirable 

for the betterment of the scientific field.  
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