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Desk Rejects

o Bad fit to journal – not appropriate

o Format style and grammar

Methodology/Sample/Population 
o is very hard to correct

o This must be done the first time

Self-reject

o Author does not feel they can make the required 
decision

o Author fails to respond

Why am I rejected?
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Manuscript Number: INTHIG-D-20-00368 

Paralegal Students’ and Paralegal Instructors’ Perceptions of 

Synchronous and Asynchronous Online Paralegal Course 

Effectiveness: A Comparative Study

Dear [deleted], 

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to The Internet and 

Higher Education. After careful evaluation, I regret to inform you 

that your manuscript is not suitable for publication in the journal, 

and I must therefore reject it. We do not publish manuscripts 

focused on issues affecting specific disinclines, instead referring 

those to discipline-specific journals. Additionally, we prefer 

manuscripts with a focus beyond just participant perceptions.

For alternative journals that may be more suitable for your 

manuscript, please refer to our Journal Finder (hyperlink deleted). 

We appreciate you submitting your manuscript to The Internet and 

Higher Education and thank you for giving us the opportunity to 

consider your work.

A Desk rejection letter: 
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Thank you for submitting your manuscript (# JASIST-2020-08-0489 entitled "Truth Default Theory: Application 

to Information Science") to the Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology has been 

refereed. We have secured all required reviews and I am pleased to provide you the chance to revise the 

manuscript.

You will see that one reviewer recommends rejection, while the second reviewer and review editor 

recommend a second review following a major revision. My own reading of this paper has me more aligned 

with the first reviewer's recommendation. This noted, the potential of the manuscript deserves the revision 

that the review editor and second reviewer recommend.

The referees' comments are appended to this letter and referees' attached comments (if any) are linked from 

Manuscript Central (http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/jasist; from your Submitting Author Center, select 

"Manuscripts with Decisions" and click on "view decision letter").

As you revise your manuscript, please be sure to account for all the referees' comments. Please also note that 

submitting a revision of your manuscript does not guarantee acceptance. The revised version may be re-

reviewed by the referee(s) before a decision is made.

It will be most helpful to provide a detailed update for how you responded to each of the referees' comments, 

to which I add two more. First, it would be useful to explain what you mean be theory, and to be consistent 

with that use across the paper. Second, I would like to understand how the narrowly defined theory of TDT is 

so easily broadened for your argumentation.

Sincerely,

Dr. Steven Sawyer

Editor-in-Chief

Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology

Accepted with Revisions: 
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https://nam04.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fmc.manuscriptcentral.com%2Fjasist&data=04%7C01%7CJeff.Allen%40unt.edu%7Cae662b85a15d4bb058e508d8b0db82a0%7C70de199207c6480fa318a1afcba03983%7C0%7C0%7C637453804128131514%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=ErsEYSjdao435S2vrtzS88XQmLbqE1zNnysVdvZVP1s%3D&reserved=0
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Comments from Review Editor

Comments to Author:

Both reviewers found that this article raises important issues, but also 
found that it needs a major revision before it can be published. Please 
consider each point made by both reviewers and prepare a revised version. 

With kind regards
Birger Hjørland
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Reviewer: 1

Comments to the Author

While I think the ideas in this paper are interesting the presentation needs serious reworking before publication. The authors of 
this paper are taking on a difficult challenge in writing to convince IB scholars of the benefits of a theory from another discipline 
(described as both social psychology and sociology in the text). The organization on such a paper must be very purposeful and 
clear to provide the clearest argument for the reader. As I read this paper, I was often confused about the goals of each section. I 
would recommend reorganizing the paper to first describe the theory and its 13 sub-areas and then present a few arguments with 
examples as to how and why it can be taken up by IB scholars.

I hope the authors continue to work on this project and model their work on other published conceptual articles that balance the
explanation and persuasion elements necessary to make this material its most effective. I have struggled with articles like this
myself and know the writing process can be arduous, but in the end the effort is worth it.

A few other thoughts:

The 13 sections describing the 13 sub-areas were hard to follow because they varied in content, length, and inclusion of IB/IS 
content.

The current draft clearly demonstrates a relationship between TDT and IB but does not articulate the benefit for IB scholars in 
using its language instead of the many studies cited in the paper that already do that work. As I read I thought many times that
TDT was clearly related the IB and IS work described and so was not necessary. The authors must help the reader to see the added 
value in TDT over or in addition to current theories and models of trust.

I think grounding this article is social media misinformation makes good sense, but the current description of misinformation lacks 
important nuance that is present throughout IB and IS research on the subject.

Additionally, I would like to see more evidence to support TDT. The recent reproducibility crisis in social psychology has brought 
increased scrutiny onto many theories and information on sample sizes and details about the studies would strengthen the 
articles arguments.
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Reviewer: 2

Comments to the Author

This is a timely and interesting paper, but it left me wanting a bit more; that is, some elaboration is needed in 
places. In the Overview Levine is quoted, but it would be good to see some warrant for the claim. This could be 
provided by Levine or by you; as it stands, it seems like dictum. A little further on there is a block quote from 
Levine. Is there any empirical evidence for the claim? It is written that, "A significant amount of evidence must 
accumulate." What constitutes "significant" and how does it accumulate? More also could be added to, "TDT 
tries to provide explanations for why people are truth-biased." In the US many people are demonstrably 
misinformation-biased; how can that be explained and/or alleviated? Also, what are the six hypotheses 
generated by TDT? Under The Veracity Effect. do you mean a veracity presumption, or actual veracity of an 
informational content? You write, "Also, lies are more often identified after the fact." Does this mean after the 
presumption of veracity?

You might consult Alvin Godman's book, Pathways to Knoweldge, and his discussion of veritism as a means of 
discovering "truth." In Figure 2, "Encounters" calls to mind the work of Sanda Erdelez. At "Information 
Processing," Goldman's work on veritism arises again. At "Information Use," does this include belief? From the 
above you can see that more detail is necessary before this paper could be acceptable for publication.
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