
The question arises whether disclosure by re-
viewers serves authors, readers, or editors. In gen-
eral, it benefits the editors directly, allowing better
evaluation of reviews in the assessment of an arti-
cle’s value. Indirect benefits accrue to authors and
readers, though the confidential nature of the peer
review process does not allow publication or dis-
semination of the reviewers’ identities or their
conflicts. Our goal is to have a rigorous peer re-
view system, as free from bias as is possible in such
a human endeavor.

Full disclosure is ideal, but there are practical lim-
itations. For the most part, we believe that asking
peer reviewers to fill out a detailed disclosure form
would hamper our efforts to obtain reviewers. The
nature of the peer review process is that it is the edi-
tors’ responsibility to review and appraise the review-
ers. It is usually, though not always, possible for an
Editor to detect bias in a review. What is the best
middle ground? We agree that reviewers should dis-
close any potential conflicts of interest—financial or
personal—that may bias their evaluations of manu-
scripts. To this end, we have recently strengthened
wording in our invitation letter to reviewers to em-
phasize the importance of disclosing conflicts when

they agree to review. In this letter, we state the situa-
tions in which a conflict of interest is most likely:

• Having a financial interest in the publication or
nonpublication of a paper

• Having a recent or ongoing collaboration with the
author(s)

• Having a history of dispute (more than normal
competition) with the authors

We also refer potential reviewers to our newly de-
veloped online Information for Reviewers (http://
www.neurology.org/site/misc/info_review.xhtml), in
which Neurology’s concern about conflicts of interest
is more fully expressed. A reviewer who has conflicts
and chooses to review a paper without making disclo-
sure, if found out, will suffer the embarrassing conse-
quences of doing so.
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CORRECTION
Phenotype in parkinsonian and nonparkinsonian LRRK2 G2019S mutation carriers
In the article “Phenotype in parkinsonian and nonparkinsonian LRRK2 G2019S mutation carriers” by C. Marras et al.
(Neurology® 2011;77:325–333), the second author’s name was misspelled and should read B. Schüle. The authors regret
the error.
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