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• Making an electronic copy of your work available online
• “Open” access / open archiving usually taken to mean:

– Unrestricted access
– Open standards (OAI-PMH)

Περιοδικά ανοικτής πρόσβασης
(Open Access Journals)



‘Flavours’

– Open access journal (late 80s)

– Hybrid journal – (2003)

– Self-archiving – (arXiv 1991?)

A subversive proposal
Steven Harnad – public ftp servers (1994) –
subsequently “self-archiving” ie making a 
copy of your work freely available





Why?
Answer: Journal publication

• Research is given away for free
• Much peer reviewing is carried out for free
• Authors sign away rights
• Publishers charge the author’s institution for access



Is this a problem?

• (Many) journals are expensive

• Scenario: author has to seek permission to use his 
own work teaching his students

• Scenario: international medical funder finds that they 
cannot access the research they have funded



What is “open access” revisited
• Free availability
or
• Free availability & unrestricted use
• Declarations: Budapest (February 2002), Bethesda (June 

2003), and Berlin (October 2003)

“..copy, use, distribute, transmit and display the work 
publicly and to make and distribute derivative works, in 
any digital medium for any responsible purpose, subject 
to proper attribution of authorship".  







Current issue: who pays?
• Include in grant bid
• What if you don’t have a grant
• What if you publish after it’s finished
• Should University’s have a central fund (library / 

research office) to support OA publishing costs?

• Example: 
• Sustainable business model?















• Security of knowledge

• Predictability

• Comparison analysis

• Subject and domain dependent 

• Quantifiability fallacy

Impact Factors: 
Why? Where?  What? 





Impact Factors: 
Why?   Where?  What?

• What is the Journal Impact Factor?  
• How is it calculated?

E.g., the 2009 Impact factor for the journal =

Number of times articles or other items published during 2007 & 
2008 were cited in indexed journals* during 2009

–––––––––-––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
Number of “citable” articles** published in 2007 & 2008







Criticisms of the Impact Factor
• Only a limited subset of journals is indexed by ISI

– Only uses the articles cited by the ~10,000 “ISI journals”
– Some disciplines are especially poorly covered

• Biased toward English-language journals
– ISI has recently added several hundred non-English journals

• Short (two year) snapshot of journal 
– Some disciplines use older material more or take time to cite new 

research
– JCR now also includes the 5-year data

• Is an average; not all articles are equally well-cited
– E.g., look up articles that have been published in the journal Chemical 

Senses (WoS / Cited Ref Search / Cited Work = Chem Senses)



Criticisms of the Impact Factor

• Includes self-citations
• Only includes “citable” articles in the denominator of the 

equation, i.e., articles and reviews 
– Editors may skew IF by increasing the number of review articles,

which bring in more citations…
– Or by increasing the number of “news” items (e.g., Science, general 

medical journals) , which are cited (appear in numerator) but not 
considered “citable” (and so aren’t in the denominator)

• It is expensive to subscribe to the JCR



ManipulationManipulation

• Review articles
• Editorials
• Letters
• Editorial Interference



Citation GameCitation Game--Playing Playing –– How to make it How to make it 
Work for YOU!Work for YOU!

• Become famous so everyone gives you 
authorship on their paper

• Submission timing
• Folia Phoniatrica et Logopaedica: 

1 articles cited all the papers published 
in the last 2 years for IF=1.439 
compared to 0.655 

• Find and ride the trend



Your (real) Impact FactorYour (real) Impact Factor



hh--indexindex

• h-index, developed by Jorge Hirsch

A scientist has index h if h of [their] Np
papers have at least h citations each, and 
the other (Np - h) papers have at most h 
citations each.



Determining h-index

From h-index, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/H-
index





Other Journal Ranking Efforts…

– The citation PageRank of a journal calculated on the 
basis of the Scopus citation data divided by the number 
of articles published by the journal over 3 years.  

– Similar to eigenfactor methods, but based on citations in 
Scopus instead of Web of Science.  

– Freely available at scimagojr.com
– Covers more journals (16,500) than JCR because Scopus covers 

more journals than Web of Science. 
– More international diversity
– 3 years of citations; no self-citations



Country Documents Citable 
documents Citations Self-Citations Citations per 

Document
H 

index

1 United States 1.248.907 1.091.000 22.597.952 10.916.718 19,18 701

2 United Kingdom 374.736 302.311 5.620.650 1.344.862 15,88 450

3 Germany 302.269 265.876 3.771.148 944.251 12,91 373

4 Japan 278.046 263.713 2.832.257 767.674 10,15 282

5 France 207.824 178.721 2.554.732 505.443 12,59 364

6 Italy 187.247 166.680 2.368.287 468.660 13,4 342

7 Canada 154.378 135.854 2.723.680 464.734 19,74 387

8 Spain 127.409 108.543 1.137.020 242.432 9,69 250

9 Australia 113.722 96.870 1.562.407 290.431 15,43 277

10 Netherlands 111.158 99.531 2.032.564 349.016 19,93 336

11 China 110.138 107.844 396.116 121.010 5,71 130

12 Turkey 71.869 64.673 324.667 65.197 5,44 100

24 Greece 33.276 29.744 290.082 44.241 10,21 140









































































Why publish?



Academics’ attitudes to research 
outputs

• Swan, Alma and Brown, 
Sheridan (2005) Open access 
self-archiving: An author 
study.
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Reasons for publishing

Communicate results to peers
Advance career
Gain personal prestige
Gain funding
Financial reward



The common argument…
Why publish?



Fame

Recognition by your peers

Motivation for publication

Fortune
Promotions, grant applications, research funding

Responsibility
To society, taxpayer‐funded research, contribution to 
progress

Why publish?



BECAUSE MY 
BOSS TOLD 
ME TO!

Probably the most common 
driver….



Submission

Editorial decision

Production

Publication

Submitting an article
Submission



Choosing a journal
Submission



Evaluating the target journal

• Prestige
• Speed
• Audience
• Aesthetics
• Author service / experience
• Cost
• Likelihood of acceptance

Submission



I don’t know where to submit or I 
want to survey my options. 

•Abstract and Indexing (A&I) services (Web 
of Science, Scopus, PubMed etc)

•Google/Google Scholar

•Publisher website

Submission



Which audience is right for me?

• Where do you read papers related to your 

research?

• Which journals do you like the most?

• Where were your references published?

• What do your peers suggest?

Where does your boss want you to publish?

Submission



Preparing and submitting your 
manuscript

Read the author 
instructions and format 
your article 
appropriately

Submission



• Διαδραστικό σεμινάριο συγγραφής
ερευνητικής εργασίας: από την
ερευνητική υπόθεση στη δημοσίευση

• Σάββατο 8 Νοεμβρίου 2014, 
Κέντρο
Διάδοσης Ερευνητικών
Αποτελεσμάτων ΑΠΘ



Why is this topic important?

Why are these results significant?

What is the key result? (breakthrough!)

Why are you submitting to this journal?

Why will this journal’s readers read it?

...so your article is written, format is good. 
Time to submit your article with your covering letter

Together with the abstract of your paper, the cover letter is one of 
the first things the editor will see, so make it count!

Keep the letter as direct and short as possible
The longer it is, the easier it is to overlook something important

Submission



Submitting the manuscript
• Typically via an Electronic Editorial Office (EEO) 

such as ScholarOne Manuscripts 

• Occasionally direct to Editor

Submission



Οδηγίες προς συγγραφείς (ΤHE PUBLICATION GAME)

How information is communicated among scholars and to 
potential users
Research is not complete until it is published
Provides accountability, which is the basis of trust
From one author to many…



Authorship
International Committee of Medical 

Journal Editors:

• "...substantial contributions to conception and 
design, or acquisition of data, or analysis and 
interpretation of data."

• "...drafting the article or revising it critically 
for important intellectual content..."

• "final approval of the version
to be published."



Authorship–What Doesn’t Count
 Providing or recruiting study patients or other 

material 

 Collecting interview data or other specimens or 
measurements

 Coordinating the data collection process

 Supervision of first author, Chair of dept., Chief of 
division, director of laboratory, etc.

 Statistical advice (alone)

 Data entry, processing, or management

 Providing or helping obtain space, money, staff, or 
other resources 



Authorship–Current Practice

 Honorary authorship
 Ghost authorship



Gray Areas

 Programmer who manages dataset, occasionally suggests 
new analyses

 Senior investigator who suggests new line of inquiry
 Official responsible for implementing a program to be 

evaluated
 Technical/statistical consultant
 Developer of key method or model



Who’s on First? Authorship Order

 First author does plurality of the work and writes first draft
 Last author typically establishes line of inquiry, participates in revisions, and 

accepts responsibility for results



The Ingelfinger Rule 
•Manuscripts containing original material are accepted for 
consideration with the understanding that neither the article 
nor any part of its essential substance, tables, or figures has 
been or will be published or submitted for publication 
elsewhere before appearing in the Journal... (NEJM)

•Exceptions:
(N Engl J Med 1991;325:1371-1373)



Wasteful Publication 
•Wasteful publication includes:

– Dividing the results in a single study into two or more 
papers ("salami science")

– Republishing the same material in successive papers 
(which need not have identical format and content)

– Blending data from one study with additional data to 
extract yet another paper that could not make its way on 
the second set of data alone ("meat extenders").

Ann Intern Med 1986;104:257-9.



Wasteful Publication (cont)
• The author should:

– “Always make a full statement to the editor about all 
submissions and previous reports that might be regarded 
as redundant or duplicate publication of...very similar 
work.”

– “Alert the editor if the manuscript includes subjects 
about which the authors have published a previous report 
or have submitted a related report... Any such report 
must be...referenced in the new paper. Copies of such 
material should be included with the submitted paper to 
help the editor...”

• Uniform Requirements for Manuscripts
Submitted to Biomedical Journals



Pet Peeves of Journal Editors 
• Authorship–too many, failure to

disclose conflicts of interest

• Abstract–not consistent with
manuscript, no data

• Methods–insufficient detail, unclear

• Results–repeating the tables

• Discussion–biased review of prior studies, inadequate 
discussion of strengths and limitations

• Figures–simple bar graphs, pie charts

• Format–inappropriate for journal



IS THERE CONFLICT OF 
INTEREST WHEN:

• ARTICLES ON HEARTPORT ARE WRITTEN BY 
SHAREHOLDERS?

• VALVE STUDIES ARE SUPPORTED BY 
COMPANIES MAKING THE VALVES?

• PATENT HOLDERS OF NEW TECHNOLOGY 
PUBLISH THEIR RESULTS?

• AN ARTICLE IS REVIEWED BY A PEER 
WORKING IN A COMPETING LABORATORY?









• Following relevant decision of the Editorial Board aiming to control 
potential gifted authorship issues, we have set a limit to the number of listed 
authors per paper. 

• Each listed author of an article. should have taken a substantial part in the 
research, literature review or preparation of the manuscript

• Only those who contribute scientifically are justified to be registered as 
authors.

• If Gifted Authorship issues are suspected, the Editor will request a letter 
reporting the contribution of each author 

• Abstract should be informative and not descriptive, structured in discrete 
parts

• provide 3-7 key words according to MeSH database 
• Reference should appear in the text as superscript….
• References should be numbered consecutively in the order in which they 

first appear in the text and all references must be listed in the reference 
section at the end

























Editorial

Production

Publication

The editorial process

Editorial



The editorial workflow
Manuscript submitted

Manuscript rejected Manuscript rejected 

Manuscript sent back to author  forManuscript sent back to author  for
alteration before resubmissionalteration before resubmission

Editors examine and make Initial 
editorial decision

largely based on:

•Language
•Formatting / completeness
•Scope
•Is the article type correct
•Significance
•Readership
•Impact

Editorial

Send to peer review
Ensures that the article is in a 
suitable state for peer review 



The editorial workflow

Manuscript sent out
for peer review

Editor makes decision
based on reports

3 GENERAL OUTCOMES

Passed initial screening

Editorial



Revise

Editorial

• Major revision
• Minor revision



Revise Revise –– major/minormajor/minor

Carefully consider reviewer comments
– Approach a revision decision as an opportunity to develop 

your paper into the best it can be 
– Referee’s comments should not be seen as negative 

criticisms but development points
– Not all changes have to be made but require convincing 

arguments for changes not made

Remember! Your response may go back to reviewers.
You may need to convince them and the editor!

Editorial



Rejection

Technical/scientific 
issues
Motivation 
unclear/unimportant
Novelty/originality
Conclusions do not 
support the data
Results less important
Results uninteresting
Ethical questions
Unclear presentation

Editorial



Should you appeal a reject 
decision?

Usually, no

Risk of longer time to 
publication

Editors and referees 
know journal

Criticisms may be valid

Occasionally, yes

Importance / impact / 
novelty missed by 

editor/referees

Factual errors in referee 
reports that led to rejection

Editorial



What is peer review?
“Peer review is the evaluation of work by one or more 
people of similar competence to the producers of the 
work (peers). 

It constitutes a form of self-regulation by qualified 
members of a profession within the relevant field. Peer 
review methods are employed to maintain standards of 
quality, improve performance, and provide credibility. In 
academia peer review is often used to determine an 
academic paper's suitability for publication.”

- Wikipedia

Editorial



Peer review
Editorial



Why do we peer review?

Suitability for publication

True / credible?

Reproducible?

Important, relevant?

Communicated effectively?

Novelty?

Plagiarism?

Verify & improve the
research

Interpretation of results
Reasoning

Presentation
Critical but constructive 

feedback
New / additional ideas

Editorial



What peer review doesn’t do

• Peer review checks the likelihood of 
reproducibility, it does not recreate the 
experiments to verify reproducibility.

Editorial



What peer reviewers are asked to 
do – the typical questionnaire

Novelty
Concise
Comprehensive
Accuracy
Abstract
Citations
Language

Decision

Structure

Editorial



What peer reviewers are asked to 
do – the referee report

• Is the motivation clear and is it important?
• Is the work novel and original?
• Are the conclusions supported by the data?
• Are the results important? 
• Are there any ethical questions?
• Were any flaws or mistakes found?
• Should anything be added or removed?
• Does the author demonstrate a knowledge of prior
work in the field?

• How might the article be improved?
• Will the community find the article useful?

Editorial



On what basis are peer reviewers 
chosen?

JournalJournal’’s reviewer databases reviewer database
Current and past authors / referees, bibliographic searches, keyword, interests, publication history.

Suggestions from authorsSuggestions from authors
Not just the biggest names please – others as well
Also list people with conflicts of interest who should not be asked to review

Suggestions from other reviewersSuggestions from other reviewers

Advisory Board MembersAdvisory Board Members
Themselves or nominated referees 

EditorEditor’’s own knowledge of the communitys own knowledge of the community
Contacts from conferences, prominent scientists, regular authors, etc.

Editorial



Why be a peer reviewer?

• Access to latest research before it is 
published

• Duty in keeping the peer review 
mechanism buoyant

• To enhance ones gravitas as an expert
• To glean recognition by the editors
• Pedagogical altruism
• Visa application

Editorial



The life of an accepted article – the 
production process

Copyediting

Typesetting

Production



The life of an accepted article – the 
production process

Copyediting

Typesetting

Correction

Print product Online product

Production



Χρήση Λογισμικού επεξεργασίας κειμένου

(Using the TRACK CHANGES feature in MS-Word)

Adding Comments in PDF documents



Fundamentals
• To start editing a paper so that all changes are 

distinctly marked, use the menu function
Tools | Track Changes | Highlight Changes

• You can also make tracking and editing easier 
using a special toolbar

• Use the menu sequence 
View | Toolbars | Reviewing

to make this toolbar appear.

Reject change

Reject change

Next changePrevious change

Track changes



Visible Display of Changes

• All changes will be highlighted in a different 
color of text or using strikethroughs for 
deletions

• Placing the cursor over a highlighted area 
brings up an explanation of the change and 
who did it:

This was added into existing text

Editor’s name, date & time:
Inserted: This was added



• Another way changes 
become visible is in normal 
mode (i.e., when showing 
the fully formatted page)

• If the TRACK CHANGES
options include the options 
HIGHLIGHT CHANGES 
ON SCREEN, you will see 
something like this:

Showing Changes on 
Formatted Pages



Comments
• Anyone can also add comments to a text
• First, you highlight a word or a block of text
• Use the menu function Insert | Comment to create a new comment
• Or click on the appropriate button on the REVIEWING toolbar shown below 

to create (or delete) a comment
• These comments show up as colored boxes when the reader places the 

cursor over the highlighted areas

Delete comment

Next comment

Previous comment
Edit comment

Insert new comment



Accepting or Rejecting Changes
• You can accept or reject changes globally or 

individually
• Individual consideration:

– Place your cursor over each change (you can use 
the NEXT CHANGE button)

– Using the toolbar, select the 
• Accept Change button 

• or the Reject Change button 



Merging Edits from Multiple Editors

• A useful function for collaborative work is to 
combine suggestions / edits from several reviewers

• Everyone has to use TRACK CHANGES for this to 
work properly

• Use the menu selection 
Tools | Merge Documents

• This will bring up a file selection menu so you can 
merge a specific document into your current open 
document.

• All the different changes will be denoted using 
different colors in the text and will have indicators 
showing who made which change.



Acrobat Reader
Annotations
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There are ethical responsibilities for all actors in the 
publication process:

Editors
Authors
Referees
Publisher

Editorial



• Ensure efficient, fair, and timely manuscript 
processing

• Ensure confidentiality of submitted manuscripts
• Make the final decision on a submission
• Not use work reported in a submitted manuscript 

for their own research
• Ensure a fair selection of referees

• Act upon allegations of scientific misconduct
• Deal fairly with author appeals

Editor responsibilities

Editorial



• To gather and interpret data in an honest way
• To give due recognition to published work relating to 

their manuscript 
• To give due acknowledgement to all contributors

• Notify the publisher of any errors
• To avoid undue fragmentation of work into multiple 

manuscripts (salami publishing)
• To ensure that a manuscript is submitted to only one 

journal at a time 

Author responsibilities
Editorial



• Ensure confidentiality of manuscripts and respect privileged 
information

• Not to withhold a referee report for personal advantage

• Return to editor without review if there is a conflict of 
interest

• Inform editor quickly if not qualified or unable to review

• Judge manuscript objectively and in timely fashion

• Explain and support recommendations with arguments and 
references where appropriate

• Inform editor if plagiarized or falsified data is suspected

Reviewer responsibilities

Editorial



Falsifying data
Fabricating data

Plagiarism
Multiple concurrent/dual submissions

Image manipulation
Authorship misrepresentation

Duplicate publication

Ethical misconduct
Examples of ethical misconduct that are not tolerated:PENALTIES CAN BE SEVERE!

Editorial



Editorial



Ethics resources

publicationethics.org

Editorial




