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Objectives

• Ensure submission to the ‘right’ journal

• Respond to reviewer’s comments

• Know authorship responsibilities
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Identifying the ‘Right’ journal

▪ Know who the audience is for that journal

▪ Error G5 Choosing an inappropriate journal

▪ Explore journals by reviewing previous issues

▪ Look at the references from an up-to-date manuscript 
you have found during your literature search

▪ Know the acceptance/rejection rates of the journals you 
are considering



Identifying the ‘Right’ journal

▪ Make a list of the advantages and disadvantages of 
each prospective journal

▪ Suggest a few journals to your primary reviewer 
and get feedback

▪ Look at the Impact Factor
▪ A measure of the frequency with which the average 

article in a given scholarly journal has been cited in a 
particular year or period

▪ Describes the importance of a journal to its field



Criticism of Journal Impact Factors

• Limited subset of journals indexed by International 
Science Index (ISI)

• Biased toward English-language journals

• Short (two year) snapshot of journal

• Can be manipulated 

• Self citations

• Research is pulled towards certain topics



Use JANE to find a journal

▪ Appendix 9: JANE (Journal/Author Name 
Estimator)

http://jane.biosemantics.org/

http://jane.biosemantics.org/






Advice from Dr. Sharon Bloom



Narrow down to 3 potential journals

Identify three journals that have published similar 
papers

▪ 1st choice = Great (the “reach”)

▪ Only if truly novel finding and interesting lab work.

▪ 2nd choice = Good (the “back up”) 

▪ 3rd choice =  Acceptable (the “fallback”)



Follow the ‘Instructions to Authors’

▪ Read each journal’s ‘Instructions for Authors’ 
instructions carefully!   (Error G 6)

▪ Look at recent issues for same article type/topic

▪ Find a ‘model’ paper from each and copy style. 

▪ Respect word count within 5%, but less is better! (Error 
G 8) 

▪ Add line numbering to your manuscript - even if not 
required. 



Understand importance of a strong abstract

• Title and abstract may be all the Editor in Chief (EIC) 
reads

• First step to getting peer reviewed

• Message should be within journal scope

• Can use abstract for pre-submission queries

• Whenever possible, ask an editorial board member or 
general inquiries mailbox if the topic is of interest 
before formatting for target journal.



Know what an EIC looks for…

• Screens all submissions – looking at abstract, figures, 
+/- cover letter.

• Asks : 

• Is this within our journal’s scope?

• Would our readers like this story?

• Shares with editorial staff who will:

• Read the whole  paper 

• Ask, “What does this paper add to the literature?”



Understand the submission process

Administrative check

Editor in Chief

Editorial Board

Rejected without 
Peer Review

Peer Review Rejected with Peer 
Review

Author Submits

Author
Invited to Revise

Accepted 
‘As Is’



Understand the Peer Review process

Pros:

• Provide editors with an expert opinion

• Provide authors feedback to improve paper

• Detects fraud 

Cons:

• Slow

• Biased

• Doesn’t detect errors



Know how EICs select peer reviewers

• Higher prestige journal, tougher reviewers

• Could be authors who published in same journal 

• PubMed-indexed authors on same topic

TIP: Suggest 1-3 possible reviewers (not former advisor 
or friend) who have published on similar topic. 

(Links to Error G 9)



How to respond to reviewer’s comments

▪Errors
▪ G 1
▪ G 2
▪ G 10



Handout  

Tips on responding to reviewers



Know your authorship criteria

Recommendations for the Conduct, Reporting, Editing 
and Publication of Scholarly Work in Medical Journals’ 
Highlights

http://www.icmje.org/recommendations/

▪All those designated as authors should meet all four 
criteria for authorship, and all who meet the four 
criteris should be identified as authors.

▪ All authors have to ‘sign-off’  (concurrence) before you 
can submit  (Error  G 3)

http://www.icmje.org/recommendations/


The ICMJE recommends that authorship be 
based on four criteria:

1. Substantial contributions to the conception or 
design of the work; or the acquisition, analysis, or 
interpretation of data for the work; AND

2. Drafting the work or revising it critically for 
important intellectual content; AND

3. Final approval of the version to be published; AND
4. Agreement to be accountable for all aspects of the

work in ensuring that questions related to the 
accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are 
appropriately investigated and resolved.



Use the authorship ranking tool

• Appendix 8: Authorship scorecard

• Worksheet for determining the 
contributions of participants in a research 
study



The outcome of workshop: draft 
manuscript ready to be submitted

Quality writing is hard work and extremely time 
consuming!! 

High-quality practice, with regular input from your 
supervisors and co-authors will increase your 
chances of long-term success!
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CRITICAL REVIEW OF A SCIENTIFIC PAPER

• Links to Error G 7 - Not using a checklist to review your 
paper before submission

• Use checklist as an author, or as a reviewer

• STROBE = STrengthening the Reporting of OBservational
studies in Epidemiology. Provides guidance to improve 
the reporting of cohort, case-control, and cross-sectional 
studies. Appendix 10

• CONSORT= CONsolidated Standards of Reporting Trials 
Appendix 11 



CRITICAL REVIEW OF A SCIENTIFIC PAPER

Many other checklists to facilitate review of different 
types of papers…find one that fits. Available at 

www.equator-network.org/resource-centre/library-of-
health-research-reporting

http://www.equator-network.org/resource-centre/library-of-health-research-reporting


Handout  

Checklists for review of draft manuscripts
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Writing time 

▪ Review your complete draft manuscript

▪ Use a checklist identified in this session

▪ Revise your draft manuscript as needed

▪ Be ready to submit for coaches’ signature by 
14:30 today
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