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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (ASHA) has
committed to advancing diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) by retaining and
advancing Black, Indigenous, and people of color (BIPOC) individuals in the dis-
cipline of communication sciences and disorders (CSD), amid critical shortages
of faculty to train the next generation of practitioners and researchers. Publish-
ing research is central to the recruitment, retention, and advancement of faculty.
However, inequity in peer review may systematically target BIPOC scholars,
adding yet another barrier to their success as faculty. This viewpoint article
addresses the challenge of inequity in peer review and provides some practical
strategies for developing equitable peer-review practices. First, we describe the
demographics of ASHA constituents, including those holding research doctor-
ates, who would typically be involved in peer review. Next, we explore the peer-
review process, describing how inequity in peer review may adversely impact
BIPOC authors or research with BIPOC communities. Finally, we offer real-
world examples of and a framework for equitable peer review.

Conclusions: Inequity at the individual and systemic levels in peer review can
harm BIPOC CSD authors. Such inequity has effects not limited to peer review
itself and exerts long-term adverse effects on the recruitment, retention, and
advancement of BIPOC faculty in CSD. To uphold ASHA’s commitment to DEI
and to move the discipline of CSD forward, it is imperative to build equity into
the editorial structure for publishing, the composition of editorial boards, and
journals content. While we focus on inequity in CSD, these issues are relevant
to other disciplines.

The discipline of communication sciences and disor-
ders (CSD) has faced underrepresentation of Black, Indig-
enous, and people of color (BIPOC) in faculty positions
amid a broader critical shortage of academic researchers
to train future practitioners and researchers (American
Speech-Language-Hearing Association [ASHA], 2019).
ASHA (n.d.-a) has publicly pledged to support diversity,
equity, and inclusion (DEI) as part of antiracist efforts.
Oftentimes, these initiatives focus on recruitment and
retention of BIPOC students and practitioners but not
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faculty (Mishra et al.,, 2021). In particular, publishing
research is central for faculty to advance in the profession
(Taffe & Gilpin, 2021). Inequity in peer review occurs
when BIPOC faculty face undue hardship in the peer-
review process that is unrelated to the scientific evaluation
of their manuscript to greater extents than white or white-
passing faculty (i.e., BIPOC who others may perceive as
white; Silbiger & Stubler, 2019). Minimizing inequity in
the peer-review process is essential for developing solu-
tions to recruit, retain, and advance BIPOC faculty in
CSD. To address this need, this viewpoint article describes
inequity in peer review and offers solutions for developing
equitable peer-review practices, with a specific focus on
ASHA journals, given their centrality in CSD.

American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology  1-15 e Copyright © 2022 American Speech-Language-Hearing Association 1


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1714-3545
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8691-7968
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4267-1956
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0640-0211
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2633-2698
https://doi.org/10.1044/2022_AJSLP-21-00252

AJSLP-21-00252Girolamo (2nd Revised Proof)

BIPOC Underrepresentation in CSD
Intersectionality Theory

To understand inequity in peer review, we use inter-
sectionality theory, which posits that individuals may have
intersecting identities tied to marginalization (Crenshaw,
1991), as a critical lens for framing the experiences of
BIPOC. For example, while all female faculty in CSD
may face challenges in advancing in their careers (Rogus-
Pulia et al., 2018), Black female faculty may face multiple
challenges—and marginalization—tied to experiences of
being Black and being female, respectively, in a predomi-
nantly white profession and academy (Crenshaw, 1991).
Intersectionality shifts the dialogue from trying to interpret
individual intentions underlying specific instances of
inequity to examining how systems effect marginaliza-
tion. It is also necessary to consider how policies and
processes as parts of systems may lead to intersectional
inequity, particularly with regard to racialized outcomes
(Powell, 2012). For example, real estate policies that
make no mention of race—only income—have systemati-
cally excluded racial/ethnic minority groups, as income
level in the United States tends to vary by race (Powell,
2012). Peer-review policies could similarly affect racial-
ized outcomes. Currently, there is a dearth of empirical
data available to understand inequity in peer review in
CSD, particularly as related to understanding intersec-
tional underrepresentation among those most likely to
conduct research (i.e., PhD holders).

Underrepresentation as an Ethical Issue

As per the ASHA Code of Ethics (ASHA, 2016),
members are obligated not to discriminate against individ-
uals with communication needs based on their identities,
such as race, ethnicity, language background, gender, and
sexuality. Fulfilling these ethical obligations necessarily
involves having a body of diverse professionals who

can directly speak to those experiences. Yet as the demo-
graphics of ASHA constituents illustrate (ASHA, 202le,
2021f), the discipline faces a shortage of CSD professionals
who can train the next generation of practitioners and
researchers as culturally sensitive professionals who can
appreciate—and validate—the many ways in which individ-
uals in the population may be diverse. Though allies can
partner with diverse professionals of marginalized back-
grounds to advance ecologically valid research and practice,
only those from marginalized backgrounds will ever have
the lived experiences that are the most relevant to under-
standing diversity and advancing equity and justice (Wilbur
et al., 2020).

ASHA (2021e, 2021f) has provided statistics indicat-
ing that all BIPOC are underrepresented within its mem-
bership base relative to the U.S. population U.S. Census
Bureau, 2019); see Figure 1. As for the ASHA constitu-
ents with PhDs in the United States who work primarily
at colleges and universities (ASHA, 2021f), the percent-
ages of each racial and ethnic group translate to
extremely small numbers and percentages within the full
ASHA membership, let alone the U.S. population: 0.2%
American Indian/Alaska Native equals 4 (0.00% within
ASHA), 8.1% Asian equals 179 (0.08% within ASHA),
5.9% Black equals 130 (0.06% within ASHA), 4.4%
Hispanic/Latinx equals 97 (0.05% within ASHA), 1.4%
multiracial equals 31 (0.01% within ASHA), and 0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander equals 0 (0% within
ASHA). As only a broad measure, these statistics under-
line the need for intersectional data to understand the
nuanced ways in which discrimination can play out in
higher education in ways and lead to such underrepresenta-
tion in speech, language, and hearing faculty in academia.
(Bauer et al., 2021). There is no doubt a nearly unlimited
number of scenarios that have played out across academia,
but as one example that arose during the course of writing
this article, an international Asian student shared with the
authors that clinical faculty members repeatedly told her
she should not become a clinician and made no attempt to

Figure 1. Racial and ethnic representation in the U.S. population, ASHA constituents (N = 212,534; ASHA, 2021e, 2021f), and ASHA constituents
with PhDs in the United States working primarily at colleges or universities (N = 2,205).

RACE/ETHNICITY

American Indian/

m Alaska Native Asian Black Hispanic/Latinx Multiracial Native Hawaiian/PIl White
us 1.3% I 5.9% I 13.4% I 18.5% 2.8% 0.2% - 60.1%
ASHA 0.3% | 3.1% | 3.6% 1.4% 0.1% 91.5%
1.4% 0.0% 84.5%

PhD 0.2% I 8.0% I 5.9% 4.4%

2 American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology « 1-15



AJSLP-21-00252Girolamo (2nd Revised Proof)

make their teaching culturally sensitive. Though that stu-
dent is now thriving in a doctoral program with an interna-
tional expert on language and communication in a clinical
population, who adjusted her advising to be culturally sen-
sitive, she was effectively pushed out of clinical practice.
More broadly in higher education, available data does
show that all BIPOC are underrepresented in the upper
levels of academia across fields (Ginther et al., 2018).
Despite evidence that BIPOC faculty experience persistent
challenges due to systemic discrimination throughout
their careers (Gosztyla et al., 2021; Mishra et al., 2021),
information on how BIPOC PhD holders in CSD may be
underrepresented in other ways is unavailable (e.g., by
whether they reach associate professor; Buchanan &
Wiklund, 2020; Ginther et al., 2018). Data for students
pursuing a PhD are similarly nonintersectional and merely
reported as white, racial/ethnic minority, and international
(Council of Academic Programs in Communication Sciences
and Disorders & ASHA, 2020). Nevertheless, the data that
are publicly available clearly indicate that BIPOC scholars
who would be expected to participate in peer review as part
of their career are underrepresented.

Experiences of marginalization, including inequity in
peer review, may contribute to BIPOC underrepresenta-
tion in the academy. Although career pathways are often
nonlinear (McGlynn, 2014), there are successively higher
expectations for career progression. That is, transitioning
from the graduate to postgraduate level typically requires
evidence of research and teaching productivity depending
on the postgraduate position. To earn promotion and ten-
ure from assistant to full professor, faculty must meet
benchmarks, such as having sufficient journal publications
and grants, established by their department and institution
(Willis et al., 2021). Individuals with marginalized identi-
ties may face undue bias in progressing to each next step
because of perpetually experiencing inequity, leading to
difficulty focusing on and achieving career goals, espe-
cially as compared to someone not experiencing that same
inequity (Mishra et al., 2020). Specifically, the cyclic fash-
ion of research productivity may be systematically burden-
some for BIPOC faculty. For instance, conducting
research with clinical populations often requires funding;
these costs may be greater if working with BIPOC popula-
tions (due to the time and effort required to overcome dis-
trust of research among BIPOC communities; Erves et al.,
2017; Wendler et al., 2005), which BIPOC researchers are
more likely to do than white researchers (Hoppe et al.,
2019). Obtaining such funding requires a record of rele-
vant publications (Ginther et al., 2018). Without publica-
tions and grant funding, the researcher may not progress
to next levels in academia. Thus, BIPOC authors may face
hurdles in their ability to publish and be successful in the
academy (Henry et al., 2021; Taffe & Gilpin, 2021; Willis
et al., 2021).

Bias in Peer Review

We acknowledge that many researchers face difficul-
ties in advancing their careers in academia, including in
the critical area of publishing research. Yet, there remains
undue systemic bias in the publication process that
adversely impacts BIPOC authors and research with
BIPOC communities, including that which is used to
develop evidence-based practice and the scientific base at
large (Buchanan et al., 2021b). We focus on inequity in
peer review, one critical part of the entire research enter-
prise necessary for advancement in the academy. We rec-
ognize there are additional related issues, including how
authors as academics seek out those who are similar to
themselves in many ways (i.e., homophily) and what edi-
tors themselves see as challenges to equity in peer review,
but these are beyond the scope of the present article.
Rather, we begin by highlighting previous work examining
intersectional biases in peer review in allied disciplines.
Then, we turn to lived experiences of bias in peer review
in CSD, to provide case examples of where and how bias
can emerge in editorial board composition, reviewer com-
ments, and manuscript decisions.

Intersectional Bias in Peer Review

Prior work in allied disciplines has found that BIPOC
authors or authors working with BIPOC participants can
experience bias in academic publishing (Gosztyla et al.,
2021; Henry et al., 2021; Resnik & Elmore, 2016). In the
absence of publicly available empirical data from ASHA
and other CSD journals, we turn to data from other disci-
plines. Across 7 years of manuscripts from the Journal of
Management, manuscripts where authors included “diver-
sity” as a topic area were 12 times more likely to get a
“reject” than “accept” decision and 15 times more likely to
get a “revise” than “accept” decision in the first two rounds
of review compared to similar papers where authors did
not include “diversity” as a topic area (King et al., 2018).
Importantly, the disparities between manuscript types
manifested in the review process itself and not the ulti-
mate, end-state rates of acceptance and rejection, thus
highlighting the importance of taking a nuanced approach
to intersectional bias (King et al.,, 2018). Further,
diversity-related manuscripts are likely to be published in
less prestigious journals, while manuscripts by white
authors with predominantly white populations are likely
to be published in prestigious journals—even with smaller
sample sizes (King et al., 2018; Roberts et al., 2020).

While beyond the primary focus of this article, white
reviewers and editors may feel threatened, explicitly or
subconsciously, by research with BIPOC communities and
by BIPOC authors (Dupree & Kraus, 2020; King et al.,
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2018). Specifically, a white reviewer or editor may per-
ceive diversity-related manuscripts as advancing the “out-
group” over the “in-group” and hold such manuscripts to a
higher standard than non-diversity-related manuscripts
(King et al., 2018). Further, editors and reviewers may not
view this work as valuable (Giwa Onaiwu, 2020). These
explanations run counter to the proposal that BIPOC
authors will overcome adversity if they complete enough
diversity programming aiming to support authors of under-
represented backgrounds in achieving some benchmark that
primarily white academia establishes (Valantine & Collins,
2015). To minimize inequity in peer review, efforts must
extend beyond race—and developing programming for
authors of racially underrepresented backgrounds—alone.

Intersecting Identities

Gender

As a construct, individuals varying by gender may
each experience different levels and types of marginaliza-
tion tied to inequity in peer review (Crenshaw, 1991).
While there is only limited evidence of gender bias in peer
review (Resnik & Elmore, 2016), BIPOC status intersect-
ing with gender can give rise to worse experiences in
career progression in the academy (e.g., Rogus-Pulia
et al., 2018). For example, unethical reviewer behavior in
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics has
shown differentially negative effects on actual productivity
in terms of publications per year and career progression
(Silbiger & Stubler, 2019). While men of color suffered
negative effects, nonbinary authors experienced more neg-
ative effects, and BIPOC women and nonbinary BIPOC
experienced the most negative effects (Silbiger & Stubler,
2019). Thus, inequity in peer review is not a “one-size-fits-
all” construct, but rather, motivates the need for intersec-
tional data and approaches to mitigate bias.

Prestige

Professional status may compound BIPOC margin-
alization. BIPOC may be less likely than white peers to be
hired at prestigious institutions and to reach the upper
echelons of academia, which would grant them access to
networks and resources (Ginther et al., 2018). This has
implications for peer review. For example, analysis of all
submissions to Frontiers across 5 years revealed that
authors from more prestigious institutions received higher
scores in peer review than those at less prestigious ones
(Walker et al., 2015). Reviewers are more likely to advo-
cate for papers from more prestigious institutions to
advance in the review process in single-blind review, espe-
cially when the authors are famous; in contrast, they are
less likely to make “accept” decisions than in double-blind
review (Tomkins et al., 2017). Further, reviewers are more
likely to more favorably review submissions from authors
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within their network of collaborators (Dondio et al., 2019).
Thus, peer review may confound quality with prestige, net-
works, or even nepotism. A natural conclusion from these
findings might be that double-blind review is preferable to
single-blind review, because it can mitigate effects of bias
due to prestige. However, double-blind review presents its
own issues, such as being able to identify authors (Hill &
Provost, 2003), especially as areas of research expertise and
career trajectories become highly specific. The take-home
point is that, regardless of peer-review system (all of which
are imperfect), if BIPOC are excluded from professional
networks, they may be further marginalized in peer review.

Perceptions of Foreignness

Perceptions of foreignness, in addition to BIPOC
status, can give rise to multiple marginalization (see
Resnik & Elmore, 2016, for a review). A large-scale sur-
vey found that unethical reviewer behavior was pervasive,
with comments such as, “The author’s last name sounds
Spanish. I didn’t read the manuscript because I'm sure it’s
full of bad English” (p. 3; Silbiger & Stubler, 2019). This
evidence is consistent with analysis of 5 years of submis-
sions to Frontiers, which showed that authors from
English-speaking countries received higher scores in peer
review than those in non—English-speaking ones (Walker
et al., 2015). Although judging scientific quality by percep-
tions of English as a first versus additional language status
is an issue in CSD and constitutes linguistic bias (Politzer-
Ahles et al., 2020), making biased assumptions about lan-
guage background and race/ethnicity based on the author’s
name is equally problematic. In all, intersecting identities
may give rise to multiple marginalization and exacerbate
racialized outcomes in peer review (Powell, 2012).

Lived Examples of Inequity in CSD
Peer Review

Because the majority of ASHA constituents, includ-
ing PhD holders, are not BIPOC, it may be difficult for
people to understand and empathize with inequity in peer
review. Sharing lived experiences is one practice that per-
meates our academic and clinical education in our disci-
pline (e.g., case studies of communication disorders used
as training examples in the classroom, clinic, and continu-
ing education), and so naturally provides one way to bring
to light the inequity that exists. Here, we focus on ASHA
journals and a specific top-tier, highly regarded journal in
CSD, namely, the Journal of Speech, Language, and Hear-
ing Research (JSLHR). We outline the systems and policies
in place that lead to potential points of bias in peer review
from when a manuscript is first received to when the
author(s) receive an editorial decision, and we share exam-
ples of bias experienced by authors of this manuscript.
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Editorial Board Composition

Editorial boards play a central role in determining
who contributes to the scientific knowledge base and serve
as gatekeepers to publication (Tennant & Ross-Hellauer,
2020). To illustrate how editorial boards interface with
authors in peer review, we describe ASHA’s (n.d.-h) pro-
cedures for building editorial boards. An editor-in-chief
leads each ASHA journal. Editors-in-chief are nominated
for this position and appointed by the Journals Board.
The Journals Board includes 11 editors-in-chief across
the ASHA journals or journal sections; one representa-
tive from the standing committee on Clinical Practice
Research, Implementation Science, and Evidence-Based
Practice; one international member; and one chair
(ASHA, n.d.-e). The editors-in-chief and section editors
sign contracts listing their roles and responsibilities and
receive annual honoraria of $5,000 and $2,500 (or $1,000
for Perspectives editors), respectively, for fulfilling their
duties (ASHA, n.d.-f). While service as an editor or
editor-in-chief might primarily confer prestige, demon-
strate service to the field, and ultimately influences how
science is advanced in CSD, these agreements do set up a
formal employment relationship, wherein editors-in-chief
and editors are independent contractors who agree to the
guidelines set forth by their contracts (ASHA, 202la,
2021b, 2021c, 2021d).

Next, the editor-in-chief personally recruits section
editors, followed by selection of editorial board members
in consultation with the editors. For Perspectives of the

ASHA Special Interest Groups, consultation between the
editor-in-chief and editors also includes the coordinating
committees of each Special Interest Group. For most sub-
mitted manuscripts, the editor selects reviewers from the
pool of editorial board members, along with occasional ad
hoc reviewers as needed. As of 2021, the contracts for
editors-in-chief and editors did not explicitly address
equity in the editorial board selection process (ASHA,
2021a, 2021b, 2021c, 2021d). Nevertheless, even without
written guidelines, if following ASHA’s Code of Ethics
(2016) and strategic planning (ASHA, n.d.-b), editorial
boards ought to reflect the diversity that ASHA envisions
in terms of recruiting and retaining underrepresented pop-
ulations to the profession, with equitable and inclusive
policies in place in the Association (ASHA, n.d.-b). Under
this vision, ASHA journals are no exception.

To provide a concrete example, consider the make-
up of JSLHR. ASHA journals do not have publicly avail-
able demographic information on their editorial board
members. Figure 2 shows the perceived editorial board
demographics of JSLHR’s Language section as of August
2021, with editorial board members’ start dates ranging
from 2019 to 2021 (ASHA, n.d.-c). To calculate these
demographics, two of the present authors—one white/
white-passing and one BIPOC/non—white-passing—inde-
pendently coded each editorial board member as
BIPOC/non-white-passing or as white/white-passing using
their professional photographs from institutional web-
pages. There was 97% interrater agreement (i.e., discrep-
ancy in coding one editorial board member). They more

Figure 2. Editorial board perceived demographics for Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research—-Language section as of

August 2021.

JSLHR Language Editorial Board Composition (N = 33)
3%

76%

m Editor-in-Chief (n=1) mEditors (n=7) @EBMs (n =25)

Demographics of JSLHR Language by Role

Editor-in-Chief (n = 1)
100% white/white-passing

Editors (n=7)
100% white/white-passing

Editorial board members (n = 25)
12% BIPOC/non-white-passing
88% white/white-passing

Demographics of the Full JSLHR Language Editorial Board
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91% white/white-passing

9% BIPOC/non-white-passing
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conservatively coded the one editorial board member in
question as BIPOC/non—white-passing.

Although judging others by photographs could run
the risk of miscategorization, perceptions about race and
ethnicity inform how individuals navigate their way
through the world. On one hand, race is a social construct
that largely relies on how others react to perceived indi-
vidual differences, rather than to individual differences
themselves (Annamma et al., 2013; see Hobbs, 2014, for a
review of the ways in which being white-passing in the
United States shapes how one navigates in society).
Indeed, perceptions about race and ethnicity seem to play
out in this way in CSD. For example, a sample of pre-
dominantly racial and ethnic minority students in CSD
(N = 155) reported experiencing marginalization in terms
of being Otherized (i.e., treated as not the norm), facing
damaging generalizations from others in their programs
(e.g., faculty referring to two Asian students as sisters,
despite one being from China and the other from the
United States), and facing maltreatment (i.e., statements
or actions that negatively impact socioemotional wellbeing
or academic success) from faculty and peers alike
(Abdelaziz et al., 2021). Given longstanding inequities in
racial and ethnic representation in ASHA, there is no rea-
son to believe these experiences—as tied to perceptions
about race and ethnicity—change in the professoriate.

The editorial board for JSLHR’s Language section
(N = 33) has one editor-in-chief, seven editors, and 25 edito-
rial board members. All of the editorial board members with
top positions, namely the editor-in-chief (100%) and editors
(100%), are white/white-passing. Further, the majority of edi-
torial board members (22 of 25, or 88%) are white/white-
passing. In contrast, only three of all 33 editorial board
members (9%) are BIPOC or non-white-passing, and they
hold the lowest-ranked position on the editorial board.
Although having 9% of BIPOC/mon-white-passing editorial
board members overall may seem comparable to the 8%
of BIPOC within ASHA constituents, white/white-passing
editorial board members are overrepresented on the
JSLHR Language editorial board relative to white PhD
holders in ASHA overall (84.5%; ASHA, 2021¢).

This demographic comparison only considering PhD
holders is critical because editorial board members are
unlikely to be individuals without PhDs or individuals not
within the ASHA constituency. Qualifications for editors-
in-chief and editors explicitly include a history of publica-
tions and an established reputation for their research area,
and editorial board members are supposed to be area
experts with experience reviewing manuscripts who can
review at least 810 manuscripts per year (ASHA, n.d.-f).
These qualifications favor individuals who hold a PhD
and are more likely to work in academic research. While
more needs to be done to increase BIPOC representation
in the ASHA constituency as a whole, even when

6 American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology » 1-15

narrowing our population to those who could be selected
for an editorial board position, there is clear discrepancy
in race/ethnicity representation. In all, it is unclear how
consideration of the many diverse perspectives that ought
to inform science influences editorial board composition
(King et al., 2018; Rogus-Pulia et al., 2018; Tennant &
Ross-Hellauer, 2020). Yet, considering the impact versus
the intent of selection processes, lack of diversity in the
editorial board can negatively impact equity in peer
review. For example, having predominantly white editorial
board members might contribute to lack of appreciation
for diverse research, which could push BIPOC authors out
of top-tier journals. At the same time, given the power of
the editorial board, there could be issues of homophily
(Tennant & Ross-Hellauer, 2020).

Peer Review

Authors seeking to publish must do so within the
structure of peer review, which is necessarily a subjective
process (Resnik & Elmore, 2016; Smith, 2006). In this sec-
tion, we describe ASHA journal procedures (ASHA, n.d.-c)
and provide examples of how bias in reviewer feedback
may have downstream effects. Because the peer-review
approach predominantly in use for ASHA journals is
single-blind peer review (ASHA, n.d.-c), and because it is
impossible to analyze whether peer review leads to racial-
ized outcomes without empirical data (Powell, 2012), it is
equally futile to evaluate individual decisions as related to
bias without permission to make full manuscripts and
reviews publicly available. Reviewer feedback and edito-
rial decision letters for ASHA journals are kept in a black
box, which makes it difficult for people in positions of
power (i.e., reviewers and editors) to be evaluated or for
anyone to identify systemic inequities that could lead to
reform of the peer-review system (Vazire, 2019a). There-
fore, we provide concrete examples of lived experience to
illustrate inequity that emerges in reviewer feedback until
such information is made publicly available.

After a manuscript is submitted for peer review, the
editor-in-chief reviews its contents and determines whether
the manuscript is appropriate for the journal. If the
editor-in-chief feels that the material is appropriate, they
assign it to an editor for review. In turn, the editor assigns
the manuscript to two or three editorial board members
or ad hoc reviewers who they feel have appropriate con-
tent expertise. The role of reviewers is to report on
strengths and weaknesses in the manuscript, covering the
appropriateness of the background literature; development
of hypotheses when applicable; and the methods, analyses,
and interpretations. Specifically, the charge for reviewers
is to use a structured peer-review template to (a) provide
constructive feedback in a collaborative and collegial spirit
to advance the discipline of CSD, (b) be objective in their
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comments, and (c) respect the intellectual independence of
the author (ASHA, n.d.-g). As a subjective process, feed-
back provision by reviewers may be biased, even when
providing feedback using a template. Just because subjec-
tivity is inherent in peer review does not mean that
reviews should include biased commentary. We offer sev-
eral such examples that run counter to ASHA’s commit-
ment to antiracism and to ASHA’s strategic vision
(ASHA, n.d.-a, n.d.-b).

Example 1: Suggesting That Titles Must Include
the Word Minorities for Studies Where
Participants Are Racial/Ethnic Minorities

Inequity can arise if reviewers conflate participant
demographics with the purpose of a paper. For example,
a manuscript on language acquisition most likely does not
focus on the identities of participants as members of a spe-
cific racial or ethnic group. Thus, suggesting that the title
should include the word minorities lest it be misleading is
irrelevant to the paper. Such feedback could indicate that
the reviewer fixated on participant race and ethnicity and
subsequently evaluated the manuscript through this lens
(King et al., 2018). This characterization marginalizes
BIPOC and perpetuates the myth that race is a scientific
reality, rather than a social construct that may or may
not be relevant to specific aspects of language science
(Crenshaw, 1991; Ruedinger et al., 2021). Moreover,
such feedback suggests that BIPOC are “Other” and
abnormal (Buchanan et al., 2021b; Roberts et al., 2020).
While many publications in CSD have all white or pre-
dominantly white samples, none include “white” in the
title (Buchanan et al., 2021b).

Example 2: Stating That BIPOC Are Likely to Not
Speak General American English

Another example of inequity is when reviewers con-
flate the race and ethnicity of BIPOC participants with lan-
guage background. For example, assuming that BIPOC are
likely to speak variants of English other than General
American English—and thus, that researchers working with
BIPOC must address variants spoken in their manuscripts—
reduces BIPOC to harmful stereotypes. Expecting that vari-
ants of English must be a confounding factor for all BIPOC
participants, such as Black and African American partici-
pants, is antithetical to appreciating the BIPOC in their full
representation (Buchanan et al., 2021b; Plaut, 2010). Not all
Black people are African American, nor do all African
Americans speak African American English. In contrast,
white people in the United States speak multiple variants of
American English, such as White Middle Class English,
Southern White English, and White Working Class English
(Barriére et al., 2019; Oetting et al., 2021), yet it is not
expected that authors conducting language science with all
white or predominantly white samples address variants of

spoken English in their manuscripts. In all, focusing on
speaker differences only for BIPOC individuals perpetuates
the myth that white people are the norm and BIPOC are
the “Other” (Buchanan et al., 2021b; Roberts et al., 2020).

Example 3: Instructing the Authors to Use
Person-First Language

A third example involves use of preferred terminol-
ogy that honors the lived experiences of autistic individ-
uals themselves. Many autistic individuals—including
autistic researchers—support the use of identity-first lan-
guage instead of person-first language, as they see being
autistic as important to their identities; this movement has
led to peer-reviewed papers on anti-ableist guidelines for
researchers working with autistic communities (Bottema-
Beutel et al., 2021). Recent ASHA publications have
used identity-first language, including those from autistic
self-advocates discussing why they prefer identity-first
language (e.g., Dorsey et al., 2020; Randall, 2021). Fur-
ther, ASHA adheres to the American Psychological
Association (APA, 2020) style guidelines and state that
“when an author expresses preference for identity-first lan-
guage, ASHA honors that preference” (ASHA, n.d.-d). As
such, reviewers instructing authors to use person-first
terminology—especially if authors provide justification and
citations for use of identity-first language—demonstrates a
shortcoming in cultural humility and ableism. While it is
not expected for reviewers to invariably provide sound
feedback, such feedback runs counter to fostering inclu-
sion and to guidance from major professional associations.
Furthermore, these types of reviewer comments may be
internalized by authors, which continues to perpetuate the
idea that BIPOC are not welcome in our discipline and
our research.

Editorial Decisions

Finally, after reviewers submit their comments, the
role of the section editor is to take those reviewer com-
ments into account in order to inform their decision and
to provide specific feedback to the authors in their deci-
sion letter, rather than using a generic form letter. The
editor can recruit additional reviewers if the original
reviewers disagree. In theory, the editor is not merely tal-
lying “votes” from the set of reviewers, but instead is
making a decision based on their own experience and
expertise, informed by the reviewers’ comments. Ideally,
throughout the peer-review process, reviewers and editors
focus on the science of the manuscript. Deciding whether
to advocate for or against a particular manuscript
depends, however, on the subjective factor of what excited
the reviewers and editors.

If a manuscript receives reviewer feedback like any
of the previous examples, a section editor should do two
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things: consider bias in reviewer feedback in their editorial
decision and address reviewer feedback in their communi-
cation with the author (ASHA, n.d.-c; Resnik & Elmore,
2016). In ASHA journals, providing only a form letter
without any reference to reviewer feedback runs counter
to the specific roles and responsibilities that are set forth
in agreements with editors (ASHA, 2021a, 2021b, 202lc,
2021d) and are reinforced in training emphasizing the
value of providing personalized feedback. Further, the for-
mulaic nature of a form letter obscures whether an editor
fails to see concerns in reviewer comments, such as the
examples above, or simply chooses not to address those in
their decision-making process or decision letter.

Above action editors are the editors-in-chief, who
are ultimately responsible for peer review in the journal
for which they hold an editorial role (Buchanan & Wiklund,
2020). In addition to ensuring peer review functions opera-
tionally, they have a responsibility to ensure that they min-
imize bias in peer review, as peer review shapes the scien-
tific literature and evidence base. Passivity on the behalf of
the section editor or editor-in-chief in response to cases of
biased reviewer feedback effectively encourages it to persist
(Roberts & Rizzo, 2021).

Recourse for Authors

When a manuscript is rejected, authors do not have
the opportunity to respond to reviewers, nor to share any
concern regarding bias in the peer-review process. Some
authors may respond to a rejection decision with a letter
to the action or section editor and ask the editor to recon-
sider their decision. However, only those with insider
knowledge would consider this informal appeal; such in-
group knowledge is unavailable to all, which may enhance
biased outcomes. Therefore, we provide official ASHA
guidance (n.d.-h).

If an author disagrees with an editorial decision,
they may appeal that decision, and the appeal goes straight
to the chair of the ASHA Journals Board, who is nomi-
nated and approved by the ASHA Committee on Nomi-
nations and Elections. There are no protections in place if
an author files an appeal. On one hand, the editors-in-
chief meet on a standing basis with the chair and other
ASHA Journals Board members, such that there is the
potential for shared knowledge among all Journals Board
members. Further, the vast majority of reviews are single-
blind; the reviewers know the identity of the authors but
not vice versa. This power dynamic can create negative
repercussions for authors beyond the appeal process
(Tennant & Ross-Hellauer, 2020). For example, if an
editor-in-chief or editor felt slighted by an author filing an
appeal of a manuscript decision, that feeling might influ-
ence their evaluation of the author elsewhere, such as if
the author applies for a grant they review or submits
another manuscript (Tennant & Ross-Hellauer, 2020). Of
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course, there is the practical issue of authors needing to
publish for their career (Willis et al. 2021), which makes
authors less likely to appeal a manuscript decision given
these conditions, especially pre-tenure. In all, filing an
appeal offers limited recourse.

Overall, there are multiple junctures in the peer-
review process at which inequity may arise and go
unchecked. There is a critical need to develop peer-review
systems in a way that does not place the burden of grap-
pling with inequity on the authors.

Proactive Equity in Peer Review

Journals play a critical role in dissemination of
research findings with real-world repercussions for BIPOC
communities (e.g., early COVID-19 studies demonstrated
the effects of underlying medical conditions partly arising
from systemic racism in BIPOC communities; Ogedegbe,
2020). The mission at hand is for journals to help lead
dialogue on racism and health (Ogedegbe, 2020), even if
the content of research or BIPOC author identities are
undervalued by those of the dominant majority (King
et al., 2018). If journals fail to take on this role while
making public commitments to diversity and antiracism,
then they may contribute to inequity in the peer-review
process (Williams, 2020), knowledge homogenization aris-
ing from editorial bias (Tennant & Ross-Hellauer, 2020),
and diversity dishonesty (i.e., when an organization pub-
licly states to care about diversity to an extent its actions
do not support; Wilton et al., 2020). Such dishonesty will
likely exacerbate existing inequities by making BIPOC
more concerned about their ability to succeed in the peer-
review process (Hoppe et al., 2019; Wilton et al., 2020).
Peer-review systems must recognize and mitigate bias for
manuscripts involving BIPOC authors or research with
BIPOC communities.

Some journals in CSD and the health professions
have adopted strategies for equitable peer review, with an
aim of countering the systemic biases that can make
BIPOC appear as less meritorious (Gosztyla et al., 2021).
In this section, we describe actions from individual jour-
nals aiming to address equity in peer review, which we
urge ASHA journals to consider adopting, and provide a
framework for equity in peer review using actual equity in
publishing frameworks.

Examples From Individual Journals

1. Diversify and Support Reviewers and Editorial Board
Members
Editorial boards can diversify and support diverse
reviewers and editorial board members (Taffe &
Gilpin, 2021). One component of diversification
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involves inclusion of individuals from clinical popu-
lations. To ensure that research is respectful to autis-
tic individuals, Autism in Adulthood includes at least
one autistic reviewer per manuscript (Autism in
Adulthood, n.d.; Willingham, 2020). Similarly, the
British Medical Journal (BMJ) includes reviewers
from the clinical population discussed in manuscripts
(The BMJ, 2021). Another component includes pro-
actively recruiting and supporting BIPOC reviewers
and editorial board members, which Academic Pedi-
atrics and RRNMF Neuromuscular Journal do
(Barohn, 2021; Raphael et al., 2020). One specific
way to support new reviewers, which the Journal of
Engineering Education does, is by developing mentored
reviewing programs to coach new reviewers through
the peer-review process with an expert mentor (Jensen
et al., 2021). This not only provides a training oppor-
tunity for peer review, but also provides a way for
early career researchers to get their name in the system
for ad hoc reviewer selection and a way for more
senior researchers to diversify their professional net-
works and to learn from junior reviewers who ideally
represent the diversity that ought to inform science.
Encourage and Support Submissions From Under-
represented Authors

Journals may also support submissions from under-
represented authors (Raphael et al., 2020; Taffe &
Gilpin, 2021). Perspectives of the ASHA Special
Interest Groups’ SIG 17: Global Issues in Communi-
cation Sciences and Related Disorders explicitly wel-
comes submissions from BIPOC and international
students, who may experience marginalization in
CSD (Girolamo & Ghali, 2021). Specifically, SIG 17
holds workshops, such as “Steps to a Successful
Manuscript Publication: Resources for Local and
International Authors,” to provide resources for man-
uscript writing, insights on the editorial process for
the journal, strategies for improving likelihood of
manuscript acceptance, and tips for selecting the right
publication for a manuscript (Sanchez, 2021). Another
strategy is to encourage such submissions by build-
ing it into the mission of the journal. While
Teaching and Learning in Communication Sciences &
Disorders (n.d.-a) includes calls for student submis-
sions in its aims and scope, RRNMF Neuromuscular
Journal regularly publishes editorial letters welcoming
BIPOC submissions and stating the commitment of
the journal to supporting BIPOC early career authors
(e.g., Barohn, 2021). Such explicit language promotes
a more welcoming, BIPOC-friendly community of
authors and peer reviewers, setting a tone of inclusivity.
Set Internal Guidelines

A third strategy involves developing and upholding
internal guidelines for editorial board member and

reviewer behavior (Gerwing et al., 2020; Taffe & Gilpin,
2021). Some journals, such as Teaching and Learning in
Communication Sciences & Disorders (n.d.-b), explic-
itly do not tolerate reviewers who do not provide con-
structive feedback. Others, such as RRNMF Neuro-
muscular Journal, implemented a similar but implicit
approach to reviewing and use peer facilitators rather
than reviewers (Barohn, 2021). Peer facilitators per-
form the same role as peer reviewers but are there to
help authors publish quality manuscripts true to the
vision of the authors, rather than to gatekeep science.
As for editorial decisions, Language Learning and
Development shares draft decision letters with the
editor-in-chief and action editors; hence, the decision
letter passes through peer review before going to the
author.

To uphold equity guidelines, journals may estab-
lish accountability mechanisms and publicly share
that data (Roberts et al., 2020; Silbiger & Stubler,
2019). For example, five Elsevier journals made
agreeing to review dependent upon agreement to have
their feedback published in aggregate anonymously
(i.e., without reviewers’ names); this resulted in early
career scholars providing more objective recommen-
dations and male reviewers providing more construc-
tive feedback (Bravo et al., 2019). Similarly, BMJ
found that, in implementing signed review, review
quality did not differ when signed reviews were pub-
lished versus if the reviews were only available to
the authors (van Rooyen et al., 2010). Given that
authors may be identifiable in double-blind review
(Hill & Provost, 2003), making signed reviews pub-
licly available may increase accountability for bias
in peer review beyond internal journal procedures.
Prioritize BIPOC Content in Material Ways
A fourth strategy calls for centering submissions
involving DEI. ASHA journals, JAMA, and Aca-
demic Pediatrics have published special issues on
diversity, BIPOC communities, and structural racism
in health care (Ogedegbe, 2020; Raphael et al.,
2020). Similarly, Academic Pediatrics created manu-
script types focusing on how race and racism
impact children, families, and academic medicine,
with a long-term plan to prioritize diversity content
(Raphael et al., 2020). Prioritization of BIPOC con-
tent also entails humility. For example, the editor-
in-chief of the Journal of the Medical Library Associ-
ation failed to step in when a white editor changed
race-related terminology in the manuscript of BIPOC
authors and refused to listen to the authors who had
primary expertise in the content area; subsequently,
the authors withdrew their manuscript and met with
the editor-in-chief, who issued a public apology
(Akers & Talmage, 2020).
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Figure 3. Framework for developing an equitable peer-review model.
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In all, these actions from individual journals are
ones that may contribute to equity in peer review. These
steps are ones that individuals, particularly those in po-
sitions of power within the editorial process, can act upon
in the present, while advocating for more systemic change.

A Framework for Equitable Peer Review

Shaping peer review to be equitable is a systemic
endeavor that some associations, such as APA (2021),
have addressed through development of work products
like the “Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion Toolkit for
Journal Editors.” While such an endeavor is undoubtedly
a multiyear process (e.g., developing demographic ques-
tions for authors and editorial board members around
intersecting identities relevant to diversity, such as disabil-
ity; APA, 2021; Dawson et al., 2020), ASHA journals
might begin with processes for equity before segueing into
strategies for managing editorial boards and developing
priorities for content; see Figure 3.

Process

The editorial process sets the stage for editorial
board composition and content. Publishing initiatives
must develop peer-review policies and procedures from a
place of equity, paired with accountability mechanisms
(Buchanan et al., 2021b; Resnik & Elmore, 2020; Roberts
et al., 2020). There are myriad actions that correspond to
achieving process, editorial board, and content goals; see
Figure 3. The ASHA Journals Board could support a
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more inclusive range of editorial board members and
Journals Board members, including self-advocates (The
BMJ, 2021; Roberts et al., 2020; Willingham, 2020). In
tandem, publishing initiatives could provide coaching on
equity in the peer-review process to editorial board mem-
bers (Pollock et al., 2021). In contrast to training, which
may be ineffective (Resnik & Elmore, 2016; Taffe &
Gilpin, 2021), coaching provides feedback, such that if
any editorial board member or ad hoc reviewer fails to
meet those standards, there is justification to course cor-
rect. To develop accountability mechanisms, journals can
implement metrics on how equitable or inequitable
reviewers have been in past reviews, develop processes for
how they will handle bias in peer review (Buchanan et al.,
2021b), and implement an equity ombudsperson who can
handle cases if the author believes the editorial office is
unjust in their decision-making processes.

Externally, journals can implement diversity rubrics
and make that data publicly available (Bravo et al., 2019;
Buchanan et al., 2021a, 2021b; Resnik & Elmore, 2016;
Roberts et al., 2020; Taffe & Gilpin, 2021). Examples
could be journals scoring themselves on criteria pertaining
to DEI and antiracism (e.g., whether the editorial board
has systems to identify and respond to bias in reviews,
how often those systems are used, and what the outcomes
are)—and publishing that data (Buchanan et al., 2021a).
Finally, journals could publish intersectional data on the
demographics of authors who submit to their journals and
their outcomes, such as race, ethnicity, or gender (Taffe &
Gilpin, 2021). Clearly, this would necessitate collecting
data from authors with the aim of understanding whether
policies and procedures effect racialized outcomes (Powell,
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2012). The aim here is not for journals to collect such
data and have individual reviewers be aware of individual
author demographics. Rather, the aim is to systematically
document underrepresentation, with the ability to course
correct if, for example, it becomes evident that there may
be inequity (e.g., racialized outcomes).

Editorial Board

With equity-driven processes in place, journals can
develop editorial board objectives and actionable steps; see
Figure 3. Aims should be to have equity-driven editorial
board member selection processes, a composition that aligns
to the Strategic Vision of ASHA (n.d.-b), and accountability
mechanisms to ensure equity is present throughout the edi-
torial board, from selection to board interactions.

There are many actionable steps to achieve these
goals, as seen in Figure 3. In contrast to current ASHA
editor and editor-in-chief contracts (ASHA, 2021a, 2021b,
2021c, 2021d), contracts should have standards for equity,
such that the expectations for how they should uphold
equity are clear. For example, editors-in-chief and editors
could be obligated to select editorial board members who
recognize the value of publishing BIPOC authors and
research with BIPOC communities (Buchanan et al.,
2021b) or who will provide an equitable review (Resnik &
Elmore, 2016; see Liu et al., 2020, for a suggested five-
part reviewer equity competency); for transparency, they
could provide a justification for each individual board
member that becomes publicly available. In parallel, jour-
nals might also have to meet some benchmark of diverse
editorial board members, perhaps by creating equitable
pathways to serving on editorial boards that lead to lead-
ership pathways as editors or editors-in-chief (Buchanan
et al.,, 2021b; Guy et al., 2020; King et al., 2018). Last,
journals could implement a mechanism for authors to pro-
vide anonymous ratings of reviews (Buchanan et al.,
2021b). This would provide a pathway for authors to
voice when reviews are biased; perhaps editorial board
members must meet some cutoff score to maintain mem-
bership on the editorial board (Buchanan et al., 2021b).

Content

As for content, equity in publishing initiatives
should aim for full representation of BIPOC communities
and of BIPOC authors (Buchanan et al., 2021b), as well
as use of equitable language throughout the editorial pro-
cess; see Figure 3. First, journals could create and weight
criteria for equity in their strategic planning of what to
publish (Buchanan et al., 2021b; Linkov et al., 2021; Liu
et al., 2020). Such a focus could be represented in their mis-
sion statement. Second, journals could develop benchmarks
for representation in their content and prioritize content

where authors justify who is not in their research (e.g., con-
venience sampling at predominantly white schools may
exclude BIPOC students) and state what they are doing to
have equitable representation in their research (Roberts
et al., 2020; Ruedinger et al., 2021). Third, journals should
develop accountability guidelines for language. General
guidelines might be using system-centered versus deficit-
centered language to describe BIPOC communities (e.g.,
describing the role of systemic factors in differences among
racial and ethnic groups instead of interpreting differences
as intrinsic to race or ethnicity) or requiring language in
manuscripts and reviews to address participant demograph-
ics in an inclusive manner (Buchanan et al., 2021b). Jour-
nals might also provide reviewers with examples or tools
for checking that their language is not biased (Parsons &
Baglini, 2021).

Conclusion

This viewpoint article illustrates how inequity can
play out in peer review and offers actionable steps to miti-
gate bias in the peer-review process. Because of a lack of
objective data, we shared real examples within the context
of how ASHA journals define the peer-review process. This
is an essential first step to starting a conversation around
bias in peer review. Some individuals may hope that the
experiences shared in this paper may be few in number.
However, these examples are just a few of the many that
have been shared with or experienced by the authors of this
article. Instead, we caution interpretation of a lack of
larger-scale, ASHA-level discussion on bias in peer review
and a lack of objective, publicly available data as evidence
for a lack of bias in peer review. Remember, BIPOC repre-
sentation in ASHA constituency is well below the BIPOC
representation of the U.S. population at large, and systemic
racism has silenced many BIPOC voices in the discipline of
CSD and the public at large, which together lead to few
opportunities for such experiences to brought to light. The
authors recognize that sharing these experiences may make
some individuals uncomfortable, but until such experiences
are openly discussed and addressed, the majority of ASHA
constituents, who are of the white majority and who may
never experience such bias in the peer review of their work,
will never know that such experiences are happening. We
urge for data to be publicly available and anticipate that
others will continue to explore bias in peer review through
collection of objective data.

To uphold our profession’s commitment to DEI,
equity must be a core value in the journals and in the peer-
review process. Overhauling the ways in which scientific
communication takes place for equity—creating open
review, conducting scientific communication through alter-
native outlets (e.g., preprint servers and post-publication
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reviews), and shifting the role of journals from gatekeepers
to curators (e.g., a journal might publish a monthly sum-
mary of articles from preprint servers; Vazire, 2019b)—may
take an indeterminate amount of time to enact. At the
same time, we in CSD cannot become complacent about a
system that perpetuates inequity and which may contribute
to BIPOC underrepresentation among the faculty ranks in
the profession. Our hope is that readers will find strategies
they may implement or advocate for implementation, as
well as critically examine the knowledge base in terms of
how inequity shapes the state of the science. An immediate
first step might be for those with editorial experience in
ASHA journals to publicly reflect upon and share their
blind spots and areas for growth, thus shifting the burden
for dealing with inequity from relatively powerless authors
to the editorial boards in the peer-review process.
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