Authorship Change during the Revision Stage:  Decision-Making Process

New Author Inclusion Doc. No.: SG-Rev-24-02-01

Review Paper
Post Peer-review & Upon Receiving an Editorial Decision

The Steps to the Decision-Making
Process by Authors to Establish the
Necessity of Including New Author(s)
During the Revision Process of a
Review Article Without Exposing

them to Ethical and Legal
Evaluation of editorial and Misconducts.
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Inclusion of new author(s) is necessary and
is classified as the best practice.
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