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Some personal beliefs

• I ask for major revisions when I want the paper to be 
seen again.

• Best action (if feasible): do what they ask you to do!
• Always thank the reviewers. They give you their time for 

free.
• Tell them that you are happy and that their comments 

helped you to improve the paper. Because:
1. it is true,
2. people should be nice,
3. ….it cannot hurt you



Information fusion

• 1 reviewer out of 3 was unhappy:
Although there is some interest in the proposed research, there 
are several issues with the paper which currently make it unfit for 
publication

• To start with, it is not entirely clear what exactly the original 
contribution of the paper is.

• We clarified the original contributions of the paper, we 
rearranged it thoroughly and we added new results. In particular, 
we added an optimization problem and we proved a proposition.



Information Fusion (cont.)

• The second major problem, related in some sense to the 
previous one, is that the paper is very messy and disorganized, 
making it difficult to read. For example, the introduction.

• We restructured the introduction, which is now more focused 
and very different from the original version. We also went 
through the text trying to improve its readability.



European Journal of Operational 
Research
• 1 reviewer out of 3 was unhappy:

Despite being well-motivated, clearly presented and correctly 
developed, I feel that the work does not provide enough insight 
in the multicriteria (AHP) field to justify its publication in the 
European Journal of Operational Research

• We revised our paper and we added new parts in order to make 
our analysis deeper. In the following, we will specify the changes 
and the added results.



European Journal of Operational 
Research (cont.)
• The main aim of the study is too simple and the mathematical 

developments are not sufficiently complex.
• We agree that the properties we introduced are simple. We tried 

to reproduce the framework of simple characterization of other 
well-known important mathematical notions, since we believe 
that a characterization of inconsistency indices with 
cumbersome properties would be certainly less interesting.

• In the revised manuscript, we added two new results. Both 
proofs are not simple and, more generally, we consider that the 
complexity of the mathematics is adequate to the standard of the 
papers published in EJOR



European Journal of Operational 
Research (cont.)
• In conclusion, I consider that the study does not offer a 

sufficiently relevant or original contribution to the field of AHP to 
merit its publication in the EJOR.

• We have done our best in order to improve the first version of 
the manuscript and we really hope that the revised version fulfills 
the required level of relevance and originality of the contribution.
Let us try to synthesize some points we consider significant in 
our proposal.


