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Why	a	workshop	for	journal	editors?	

•  Most	of	us	work	as	academics,	are	part-$me	
editors,	lack	specific	training	

•  Editors	face	common	challenges,	but	oIen	lack	
the	network,	support,	and	resources	to	solve	them	

•  Editors	face	pressure	from	authors	and	publishers	
to	meet	publica$on	needs	while	maintaining	
integrity	

•  The	world	of	publishing	is	changing	rapidly	



Journal	editors	as	leaders	
•  Authority	in	the	scien$fic	community	
•  Exercise	editorial	independence	
•  Exper$se	in	research	
•  Responsible	for	the	integrity	of	
published	records	

•  Power	to	formulate	and	implement	
editorial	policies	

•  Promote	good	research	and	publishing	



Editor-in-chief	
•  Is	solely	responsible	for	the	
scien$fic	content	of	the	
journal	

•  Maintains	a	high	standard	of	
scien$fic	and	ethical	rigor	

•  Provides	leadership	in	
implemen$ng	a	vision	for	the	
journal	to	advance	its	mission	
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Organiza$on	of	editorial	workflow	
•  Who	will	log-in	and	screen	manuscripts?	
•  What	are	the	responsibili$es	of	the	Sub-Editors?	
•  Who	oversees	the	peer	review	process?	
•  Who	handles	correspondence	with	authors?	
•  Who	makes	the	decisions	to	accept/reject	manuscripts?	
•  Who	establishes	journal	policies?	
•  What	is	the	role	of	the	editorial	board?	
•  Who	edits	manuscripts	(for	content,	language,	style)?	



How	does	your	editorial	board	work?	
Create	an	editorial	“workflow”	diagram	for	your	journal	

	•  Who	will	log-in	and	screen	manuscripts?	
•  What	are	the	responsibili$es	of	the	Sub-Editors?	
•  Who	oversees	the	peer	review	process?	
•  Who	handles	correspondence	with	authors?	
•  Who	makes	the	decisions	to	accept/reject	manuscripts?	
•  Who	establishes	journal	policies?	
•  What	is	the	role	of	the	editorial	board?	
•  Who	edits	manuscripts	(for	content,	language,	style)?	



An	editorial	workflow	
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Which	step	in	your	workflow	presents	the	
biggest	challenge?		

	
	

What	is	your	biggest	challenge	in	working	
with	your	editorial	board?	

	



Op$mize	your	editorial	board	
Structure	
•  Create	organiza$onal	chart	
•  Sub-editors	as	appropriate	

to	handle/distribute	
workflow	

•  Editorial	board	composi$on	
–  Publica$on	experience	
–  Topical	scope	
–  Specialty	exper$se	
–  Geographic	balance	
–  Gender	balance	

Func*on	
•  Define	roles,	tasks,	and	terms	
•  Use	your	editorial	board	
•  Define	policies	for	conflict-of-

interest	
•  Assess	and	balance	workload	

and	effec$veness	periodically	
•  Hold	editorial	board	mee$ngs	

–  Seek	feedback	
–  Editorial	policy	and	direc$on	
–  Report	journal	progress	and	goals	



Acknowledge	your	editorial	board	
•  S$pend	
•  Honoraria	
•  Publishing	perks	

–  Free	publica$on	in	
journal	

–  Invited	publica$on	
•  Regular	board	mee$ngs	
•  Acknowledge	within	
society/organiza$on	



Editors	as	educators	
•  Editors	educate:	

–  authors	
–  readers		
–  reviewers	
–  researchers	
–  students	
– policymakers	

•  Promote	high	quality	research	and	publishing	





Peer	Review:	Defini$on	

Evalua$on	of	manuscripts	by	peers	(“experts”)	
in	similar	or	relevant	fields	
	
Scien$fic	quality,	valida$on	of	research	
Importance	to	the	field	

	

	



Peer	Review:	Purpose	
Improve	and	enrich	scien$fic	publica$ons	

Aids	editors	in	making	decisions	
Helps	authors	improve	scien$fic	quality	and	wri$ng	

	
Promote	networking	within	scien$fic	communi$es	
	
Contribute	to	the	learning	process	for	scien$fic	wri$ng	
	
Encourage	discussion	of	scien$fic	hypothesis,	design,	
methods,	analysis,	and	conclusions	if	review	is	ope	



Peer	Review:	Role	of	the	Editor	

Establish	the	best	system	for	your	journal	
	
•  Determine	the	type	of	peer	review	(blinded,	open)	
•  Guide	sub-editors	in	how	to	select	reviewers:	

number	of	reviewers,	varied	exper$se	
•  Guide	reviewers	in	aspects	to	evaluate	and	

expected	professional/construc$ve	input	
	
	
	



Peer	Review:	Role	of	the	Editor	

Establish	the	best	system	for	your	journal	
	
•  Establish	and	update	a	database	of	reviewers	
•  Establish	$meframes	for	review	
•  Use	peer	review	to	make	decisions	
•  Communicate	with	reviewers:	expecta$ons,		

share	other	reviews,	decision,	apprecia$on	
	

	
	
	



Peer	Review:	Models	
Single-blinded	
Reviewers	aware	of	authors	and	their	ins$tu$ons	
Authors	blinded	to	reviewers	

	
Double-blinded	
	Authors	and	reviewers	blinded	to	each	other	

	
Triple-blinded	(not	in	prac$ce…yet)	
	Editors,	authors,	and	reviewers	blinded		



Peer	Review:	Models	

Open	
	Reviewers	(and	some$mes	their	reviews)	known	to	
authors	(and	the	readership)	somewhere	in	the	
process	

	
Post-publica*on	

Users	can	post	comments	aIer	publica$on	



Single-Blinded	Peer	Review	
Advantages	
•  Honest	candid	reviews	
•  Ease	of	administra$on	(no	need	to	remove	

iden$fying	elements	from	the	manuscript)	
	
Disadvantages 		
•  Biased	reviews	
•  Unprofessional,	vitriolic	comments	
		



Double-Blinded	Peer	Review	
Advantages	
•  Less	(or	no)	bias	–	perceived	as	a	“fairer”	process	
•  Reviewer	focused	on	content	(authors/ins$tu$ons	not	a	

distrac$on)	
	
Disadvantages	
•  Reviewers	can	some$mes	or	oIen	iden$fy	the	authors	
•  Administra$ve	work	(oIen	burden	to	blind	is	placed	on	the	

authors)	
•  Unprofessional	comments	can	s$ll	be	a	problem		
•  No	convincing	evidence	that	quality	of	reviews	is	higher	
•  More	difficult	to	iden$fy	conflicts	of	interest	and	self-plagiarism	



Bias	
Na$onality/country	of	origin	
Gender	
Compe$ng	scien$fic	or	commercial	interest	
Perceived	reputa$on	of	the	ins$tu$on	
English	usage	
Stage	of	career	
Posi$ve	bias	if	senior	author	well	known	in	field	
	
Bias	o5en	“implicit”	–	not	acknowledged	by	the	
individual	harboring	the	bias	



The	following	clause(s)	have	been	added	to	the	
Code	of	Conduct	for	Journal	Editors	and	will	be	
incorporated	into	the	Code	at	the	next	revision.		
Editorial	decisions	should	not	be	affected	by	the	
origins	of	the	manuscript,	including	the	na$onality,	
ethnicity,	poli$cal	beliefs,	race,	or	religion	of	the	
authors.	Decisions	to	edit	and	publish	should	not	be	
determined	by	the	policies	of	governments	or	other	
agencies	outside	of	the	journal	itself	(July	2013)	



Triple-Blinded	Peer	Review	

Not	is	use	yet,	but	recommended	by	some	as	
even	editors	can	have	biases	
	
Would	require	a	separate	“log-in”	editor	who	
handles	communica$on	with	author	and	selects	
reviewers	but	plays	no	role	in	reviewing	the	
manuscript	or	making	decisions	



Open	Peer	Review	

Advantages	
•  Review	tends	to	be	more	construc$ve	
•  Promotes	transparent	discussion	of	merits	and	flaws	

Disadvantages	
•  Reviewers	may	be	reluctant	to	voice	legi$mate	

cri$cisms		
•  Invita$ons	to	review	may	be	declined	more	

frequently	
•  Fear	of	retalia$on	



Post-Publica*on	Reviews	

Advantages	
•  Promotes	transparent	discussion	of	merits	and	flaws	
•  Opens	the	review	process	to	anyone	

Disadvantages	
•  Paper	is	already	published	and	cannot	be	revised	
•  Debate	may	be	endless	
•  Quality	of	reviews	uncontrolled	



Type	of	Peer	Review	

	
	

	Peer	Review	
Type	 Who	is	blinded?	 Advantages	Disadvantages	 Best	Fit	for	

Your	Journal	

	Single-blinded	 	Only	authors	
		 		 		

	Double-blinded	 	Authors,	reviewers	
		 		 		

	Triple-blinded	 Authors,	reviewers,	
editors		

		 		 		

	Open	 No	one,														
$ming	varies		

		 		 		

	Post-publica$on	
No	one,						

comments	posted	
aIer	publica$on		

		 		 		



Typical	Peer-Review	Process	
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What	content	is	reviewed?	
•  Original	research	
•  Brief	communica$ons	
•  Case	reports	
•  Review	ar$cles:	narra$ve	and	systema$c	
	
But	typically	not….	
•  Editorials	
•  Leqers	to	the	editor	
•  Features	and	news	
•  Conference	abstracts	and	proceedings	
	



Who	are	your	reviewers?	

•  Editorial	Board	members	
•  Reviewers	in	databases		

Build	and	update	your	own	
Search	PubMed	and	other	databases	

•  Reviewers	suggested	by	other	reviewers	
•  Authors	of	cited	references		
•  Preferred	reviewers	suggested	by	authors		
(but	check	qualifica$ons	of	suggested	reviewers)	



Who	are	your	reviewers?	

The	BMJ	(formerly	the	BriCsh	Medical	Journal)	
• Experimen$ng	with	“pa$ent”	reviews	
•  Individuals	living	with	or	experience	with	a	disease	
or	significant	illness,	care-providers,	pa$ent	
advocates	

• Goal:	to	improve	relevance	and	pa$ent	centeredness	
of	medical	research	



Selec$on	of	Reviewers	

Different	vantage	points	
Choose	reviewers	with	different	areas	of	
relevant	exper$se		

Sta$s$cal	reviewers		
Avoid	conflicts	of	interest		

	Same	ins$tu$on,	collaborators	
	Ask	reviewers	to	declare	conflicts	of	interest	

	
	
	



Selec$on	of	Reviewers	



Incen$ves	for	Reviewers	

• Engagement	in	scien$fic	enterprise	
• Expected	contribu$on	to	profession	
• Is	more	needed?	Acknowledgment,	access	to	
ar$cles,	Publons,	other	rewards,	…	



Working	with	Reviewers	
Communicate	what	you	want	evaluated:		
•  Scien$fic	quality,	validity:	design,	methods,	conclusions	
•  Originality/novelty/innova$on	
•  Importance	to	field	
•  Organiza$on,	tables	and	figures,	appropriate	and	valid	

references	
•  Language	usage,	clear	wri$ng	
•  Ethical	prac$ces	

•  Construc$ve	comments;	professionalism	
	



Working	with	Reviewers	

Communicate	your	decision		
(accept,	minor	revision,	major	revision,	reject)	
	
Share	all	the	reviews	with	each	reviewer	
	
Thank	the	reviewers!	



Reviews	are	returned	–	now	what?	

Advisory	to	editor,	who	makes	final	decision	
Reviewers	can’t	vote	on	the	decision	–	it’s	yours!	

	

Quality	of	reviews:	Did	you	receive	the	input	
you	needed?	
	

	



Reviews	are	returned	–	now	what?	
Advisory	to	editor,	who	makes	final	decision	

Reviewers	can’t	vote	on	the	decision	–	it’s	yours!	
	

Quality	of	reviews:	Did	you	receive	the	input	
you	needed?	
	

Discordant	reviews	–	one	reviewer	recommends	
‘major	revision”;	another	recommends	‘accept’	
	*	The	author(s)	should	not	see	the	reviewers’	

recommenda$ons	about	acceptance,	but	they	will	
see	the	disparate	comments.	What	will	you	do?	



Discordant	reviews	are	returned	
The	editor	is	the	final	arbiter	and	has	mul$ple	
op$ons:	
•  Consider	the	strengths	of	the	reviewers	and	evaluate	their	comments	

accordingly	
•  If	reviews	are	adequate,	provide	guidance	to	the	author	on	how	to	

priori$ze	the	reviewer	comments	
•  May	need	to	solicit	an	addi$onal	review	to	resolve	the	conflic$ng	reviews	
•  If	a	reviewer	is	consistently	not	helpful	or	unprofessional,	consider	

providing	feedback	to	the	reviewer.	

	



Advantages	to	Reviewer	

Learn	to:		
•  Read	a	manuscript	carefully	
iden$fying	main	message	and	suppor$ng	evidence	
•  Evaluate	a	manuscript	as	you	read	for	
organiza$on,	clarity,	precision,	persuasion	
•  Improve	your	own	wri$ng	by	recognizing	strengths	
and	weaknesses	of	someone	else’s	manuscript	

	
Learn	new	stuff!	



Guidelines	and	Training	for	Reviewers	
Provide	guidelines	to	reviewers	
• Author	Guidelines:	Reviewers	should	read	them	
• Detailed	peer	review	guidelines	(journal	website)	
•  Checklists,	specific	ques$ons,	guided	review	form	
	



Guidelines	and	Training	for	Reviewers	
Provide	guidelines	to	reviewers	
•  Author	Guidelines:	Reviewers	should	read	them	
•  Detailed	peer	review	guidelines	(journal	website)	
•  Checklists,	specific	ques$ons,	guided	review	form	

Consider	asking	reviewer	to	begin	by:			
•  Summarizing	the	main	findings	(to	be	certain	
reviewer	has	understood	the	arCcle)	

•  Strengths	
•  Areas	for	improvement		
before	lisCng	the	detailed	comments	
	



The$Werewolf$Journal! 1"
Manuscript!Review!Form! 2"

" 3"
MANUSCRIPT!NO:"1890" 4"
TITLE:"Biochemical"parameters"in"neonatal"werewolf"cubs"(Lycanthrope"sp.)" 5"
AUTHORS:"I.M."Investigator,"et"al." 6"
" 7"
" Yes" Unsure" No"
The"study"is"important" " " "
Sufficient"new"information" " " "
Tables"and"figures"are"necessary"and"appropriate" " " "
Statistical"analysis"is"appropriate" " " "
Appropriate"for"the"journal’s"readers" " " "
" 8"
Recommendation:! 9"
" Accept"as"is" " " Minor"revisions" 10"
" Major"revisions" " " Reject" 11"
" 12"
CONFIDENTIAL!COMMENTS!FOR!THE!EDITOR:! 13"
This"study"provides"important"new"physiologic"data"of"interest"to"readers."With" 14"
substantive"revision"to"address"study"design"and"animal"selection"and"sampling"details,"I" 15"
believe"the"study"merits"publication." 16"
" 17"
COMMENTS!FOR!THE!AUTHORS:! 18"
! 19"
General!comments:! 20"
(What.they.did)"The"authors"have"determined"glucose"and"protein"values"in"neonatal" 21"
werewolves"between"birth"and"weaning"and"evaluated"ageSrelated"differences"over"time" 22"
and"between"neonates"and"adults."(The.positives)"These"findings"update"and"expand" 23"
previous"work"in"this"area"and"have"important"diagnostic"implications"for"neonatal" 24"
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population"evaluated."In"addition,"important"details"need"to"be"clarified"in"methods."(The. 26"
directive)"With"the"addition"of"a"hypothesis"and"added"methodological"detail,"the"validity"of" 27"
the"study"design"and"results"can"be"better"assessed." 28"
! 29"
Major!comments:!Organize.by.manuscript.section.or.by.importance! 30"

1. The study lacks a hypothesis, which is important for determining whether study design is 31"
appropriate. 32"

2. Methods: Inclusion and exclusion criteria must be clearly defined. How was it 33"
determined that the werewolves were healthy? 34"

" 35"
Minor!comments:!Not.needed.if.serious.major.flaws.are.identified! 36"

1. Page 2, line 5: What was the source of the shewolves and where were they housed? 37"
2. The authors are referred to Carlson et al (Werewolf J 1995;77:7) for a good discussion on 38"

prioritizing laboratory tests for neonates. 39"
3. A few spelling and typographical errors are noted throughout the manuscript. 40"

! 41"
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Guidelines	and	Training	for	Reviewers	

Provide	guidelines	to	reviewers	
•  Areas	for	comments	to	authors	and	confiden$al	
comments	to	editor	

•  Reviewer’s	recommenda$on	–	only	to	editor	(not	
to	authors)	–	reject,	major	revision,	minor	revision,	
accept	

	



Guidelines	and	Training	for	Reviewers	

Stress	importance	of	confiden$ality	
	
Training	for	reviewers	
•  Ins$tu$onal,	publishers,	Publons,	organiza$ons	
(Cochrane)	

•  Share	other	reviews	with	reviewer	
	
There	is	a	need	to	evaluate	the	impact	of	training	
programs	on	quality	of	peer	reviews	





Peer	Review	
Process	can	be	slow,	subjec$ve,	uneven,	inadequate	…	



Is	peer	review	a	perfect	system?	

No…but	it’s	the	best	system	we	have	
and	remains	in	wide	use	



Improving	Peer	Review	

•  Adopt	the	best	model	
•  Provide	access	to	training	materials:	online,	

workshops	
•  Provide	detailed	guidelines,	checklists,	

reviewer	forms	to	guide	review	
•  Select	reviewers	carefully	



Peer	Review	

As	a	mentoring	tool	
• Mentor	trainee	by	reading	manuscript	before	
submission,	providing	comments	
• Mentor	trainee	in	wri$ng:		
peer	review	mirrors	scien$fic	wri$ng	
• Guide	trainee	in	cri$cal	review	of	a	manuscript	





Guidelines	for	Authors	
• Aims	and	scope		

• Types	of	manuscripts	and	other	features	

• Formavng	requirements	

• Ethical	policies	

• Peer	review,	editorial,	and	publica$on	processes	
	

• Fees	

• Detailed	and	accessible:	online	and/or	in	print	



Guidelines	for	Authors	
Aims	and	Scope	
	
•  Some$mes	includes	a	mission	statement	
	 	What	is	your	goal?		
	 	Who	are	the	readers	you	wish	to	reach?	

	Generalists?	Specialists?	
•  Topics	
•  Broad	or	narrow	scope	
	
	

	



Guidelines	for	Authors	
Types	of	manuscripts	and	other	features	
•  Original	research	

	Is	supplemental	material	(data,	videos)	permiqed?	

•  Case	reports	
•  Brief	communica$ons	
•  Review	ar$cles	(narra$ve	and	systema$c)	
•  Other	features	(invited	or	unsolicited):	 		

Editorials,	leqers	to	the	editor,	commentaries	
Book	reviews,	special	features,	new	
Errata	



Guidelines	for	Authors	
Specify	for	each	ar$cle	type:	
•  Organiza$on	(e.g.,	Title	Page,	Abstract,	Key	Words,	
Introduc$on,	Materials	and	Methods,	Results,	
Discussion)	

•  Word	counts	and	number	of	references	
•  Format	and	file	types	for	text,	tables	and	figures,	
cap$ons	

•  Repor$ng	guidelines:	Which	ones?	Required	or	
recommended?	

•  Style:	language,	abbrevia$ons,	units,	references	and	
cita$ons	



Guidelines	for	Authors	
Ethical	policies	
•  Original	unpublished	work	

	State	whether	you	check	for	plagiarism	using	programs	
	such	as	iThen$cate/Cross	Check	

•  Authorship	requirements:	many	journals	cite	ICMJE	
	 	Author	contribu$ons	to	the	work	

•  Copyright	
•  Conflicts	of	interest,	disclosures	
•  Animal	care	and	use,	client	consent,	human	subjects	

	Cite	required	guidelines	
	Ins$tu$onal	approval	for	study	

	
	

	



Guidelines	for	Authors	

Include	descrip$ons	of:	
•  Peer-review	process	
•  Editorial	workflow	

What	can	authors	expect	as	their	manuscript	moves	from	submission	
to	review	to	decision?	

•  Publica$on	process	
What	happens	aIer	the	manuscript	is	accepted?		
Will	the	editor	ask	for	addi$onal	revisions?		
When	will	proofs	be	received?		
When	will	the	ar$cle	be	published?		
What	post-produc$on	service	are	available?	
	



Guidelines	for	Authors	

Best	prac$ce:	
•  Provide	detailed	and	accessible	guidelines	
•  Online	and/or	in	print	

	
Challenges:	
•  Do	authors	read	the	guidelines?	
•  Do	authors	follow	them?	
•  What	is	your	enforcement	policy?	
	



Repor$ng	Guidelines	and	Checklists	



Purpose	of	Repor$ng	Guidelines	

•  Improve	reliability	and	value	of	published	
health	research	by:		
Promo$ng	transparent	and	accurate	repor$ng	
Wider	use	of	robust	repor$ng	guidelines	

•  The	EQUATOR	Network	provides	an	extensive	
list	of	guidelines		
With	accompanying	checklists	and	flowcharts	



Background	

•  Research	intended	to	advance	scien$fic	
knowledge	and	improve	detec$on,	treatment,	and	
preven$on	of	disease	MUST	be	published	
Otherwise,	it’s	as	if	the	study	was	never	done	

•  Published	studies	should	include	enough	data	to	
allow	readers	to	evaluate	the	informa$on,	reach	
their	own	conclusions,	and	repeat	the	stud	

•  Research	must	be	reliable!	



Background	
•  Repor$ng	guidelines:	

Provide	minimal	batch	of	items	required	for	clarity	
and	transparency	
What	was	done?	
What	bias	might	be	present?	

•  Evidence-based	repor$ng	
•  Essen$al	to	assess	reliability	of	the	study	



Editors	of	Veterinary	Journals	



Editors	of	Veterinary	Journals	
Thirty-six	of	68	editors	(52.9%)	stated	they	knew	
what	a	repor$ng	guideline	was	before	receiving	the	
ques$onnaire.	
	
Twenty	of	57	respondents	(35.1%)	said	their	journal	
referred	to	repor$ng	guidelines	in	its	instruc$ons	to	
authors.		
	
Forty-four	of	68	respondents	(68.2%)	believed	that	
repor$ng	guidelines	should	be	adopted	by	all	
refereed	veterinary	journals.		























Resources:	The	EQUATOR	Network	
•  Guidelines	for	editors	

o  Journal	needs	
o  Policy:	endorse?	recommend?	require?	
o  Launching	your	new	policy	

•  Selec$ng	the	appropriate	guideline	
•  Teaching	research	skills	
•  Wri$ng	research:	how	to	write	a	great	paper	using	
repor$ng	guidelines	

•  Extensive	library	with	transla$ons	of	guidelines	in	
some	languages	



Repor$ng	Guidelines:	Challenges	

•  How	to	enforce?	
•  Will	requirements	discourage	submissions?	
•  Authors	need	to	be	educated:		

editorials,	conferences,	workshops?	
•  Will	“checklist”	format	prevent	authors		
from	telling	a	story?	

•  Burden	on	editorial	staff,	reviewers,	sta$s$cians	



Response	to	Challenges	
•  Guidelines,	not	requirements	
•  The	“checklist”	helps	authors	include	all	the	
necessary	items	in	the	manuscript,	but	does	
not	dictate	how	the	story	is	told	
No	need	to	write	the	manuscript	as	a	checklist	

•  Importantly,	repor$ng	guidelines	do	NOT	
guarantee	the	study	is	of	high	quality	

•  Growing	concerns	about	flawed	research	–	
in	methodology	and/or	repor$ng	
★  Methodological	quality	must	precede	reporCng	
★  But	high-quality	studies	must	be	reported	

accurately	and	completely	



hqps://wame.blog/	





Building	your	journal	



Small	journals	have	unique	challenges	

•  An	academic	or	scholarly	journal	where	the	
Editor-in-Chief	is	not	a	full-$me	posi$on	

•  Represents	a	small	scien$fic	community	
– A	small	research	community	
– Lack	of	financial	support	
– Language	barrier	

•  But…	they	oIen	have	an	important	defining	
role	in	their	community	
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Marušić A, Marušić M. Croat Med J 1999;40:508-514 

Small	journals:	the	vicious	cycle	



Breaking	the	cycle:	building	your	
journal	

•  Scien$fic	quality	
•  Editorial	quality	
•  Produc$on	quality	
•  Visibility	and	access	



Define	your	publishing	niche	
•  What	is	your	journal’s	

purpose	and	mission?	

•  What	subjects	and	types	
of	ar$cles	do	you	publish?	

•  Who	is	your	target	
audience?	

•  With	what	organiza$on(s)	
is	the	journal	affiliated?	



Get	feedback	from	your	stakeholders	

•  Who	are	the	
stakeholders?	

•  What	do	they	expect	
from	the	journal?	

•  What	is	important	to	
authors,	reviewers,	
editors,	readers?	



E-journal	survey	–	Vet	Clin	Pathol	
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SWOT	analysis	of	your	journal	

STRENGTHS	
WEAKNESSES	
	
OPPORTUNITIES	
THREATS	

Internal	resources	
and	capabili$es	

Factors	external	to	
the	organiza$on	or	
group	

Marušić A, Katavić V, Marušić M. Medicine and Law 2007;26:545-566.  



SWOT	analysis	of	your	journal	

STRENGTHS	
WEAKNESSES	
	
OPPORTUNITIES	
THREATS	

Marušić A, Katavić V, Marušić M. Medicine and Law 2007;26:545-566.  

In	small	journals,	the	
weaknesses	and	external	
threats	to	the	job	
outweigh	the	strengths	
and	opportuni$es	
provided	by	the	global	
editorial	community	



Scien$fic	quality	

•  Increase	the	number	and	
quality	of	submissions	
–  Annual	call	for	papers	
–  Editorial	board	contribu$ons	
–  Solicit	invited	reviews	
–  Consensus/policy	papers	
–  Solicit	good	conference	papers	
–  Develop	theme	issues	



Increase	number	and	quality	of	
submissions	
•  Offer	authors	a	posi$ve	publishing	
experience	(what	is	important	to	
your	authors?)	
–  Short	$me	to	publica$on	
–  Timely	communica$on	
–  Clear	ra$onale	for	decisions	
–  Quality	technical	services	

•  Enhanced	ar$cle	visibility	
–  Editorials	and	leqers	
–  Social	media,	marke$ng,	ar$cle-level	

metrics	

•  Best	paper	awards	



Increase	the	quality	of	peer	reviews	

•  Problems	with	peer	review	
–  Inconsistent,	slow,	expensive,	subjec$ve,	
biased,	open	to	abuse,	poor	at	iden$fying	
errors,	cannot	be	taught,	small	pool	

•  Who	makes	the	best	reviewers?	
–  Under	40,	good	ins$tu$on,	known	to	the	
editors	

•  What	would	improve	the	quality	of	
reviewers?	
–  Reward/credit/acknowledgment,	careful	
selec$on,	training,	structured	format,	
greater	accountability	



Editorial	quality	
•  What	are	the	main	editorial	problems	with	
manuscripts?	
–  Failure	to	follow	Guidelines	for	Authors	
–  Poorly	organized	or	wriqen	
–  Tables	and	figures	
–  Accuracy	of	references	

•  Where	is	editorial	quality	addressed	in	the	
manuscript	workflow?	

•  Editor	training,	acknowledgment,	reward	



Produc$on	and	technical	quality	
•  Develop	a	business	plan	

–  Financial,	organiza$onal	
–  Benchmarking	

•  Regular	publica$on	
schedule	
–  Reliable	source	of	content	

•  Language	services	
•  Technical	services	

–  Print	and	website	



Visibility	and	access	
•  Who	is	your	target	
audience?	

•  Subscrip$ons	
•  Open	access	
•  Indexing	
•  Marke$ng	
•  Advocate	for	your	
journal	



How	indexing	and	a	change	in	
publisher	affected	submissions	at		

Vet	Clin	Pathol	

MEDLINE indexing          

Wiley Publishing 



SWOT	analysis	of	your	journal	

THREATS	

What	advantages	do	you	have?	
What	do	you	do	well?	
What	are	your	resources?	
What	do	other	people	see	as	your	strengths?	

What	could	you	improve?	
What	do	you	do	badly?	
What	should	you	avoid?	

What	opportuni$es	do	you	see?	
What	interes$ng	trends	are	you	aware	of?	
Are	there	changes	in	your	environment?	

What	obstacles	do	you	face?	
What	is	your	“compe$$on”	doing?	
Are	the	expecta$ons	for	your	journal	changing?	
Do	you	have	financial	problems?	

STRENGTHS	

WEAKNESSES	

OPPORTUNITIES	



Building	your	journal	

•  Define	your	niche	
•  Query	your	stakeholders	
•  Develop	a	strategic	plan,	
with	benchmarks	
–  Scien$fic	quality	
–  Editorial	quality	
–  Produc$on/technical	quality	
–  Visibility	and	access	





The	Journal	is	o5en	the	face	of	the	organizaCon	

 The	Organiza$on	
(University,	Ins$tute,	Associa$on,	Society)	

	

Publisher			Editor	

Working	with	the	Society/University/
Owner/Publisher	



The	Organiza$on	

Responsible	to	and	for	core	mission	and	
values	of	the	University,	Ins$tu$on,	Society,	
or	Associa$on	
	
Fiduciary	responsibili$es	in	implementa$on	
of	mission	



The	Editor-in-Chief	
Has	authority,	responsibility,	and	accountability	for	
editorial	content	
	
Provides	leadership	in	implemen$ng	a	vision	that	advances	
the	mission	
	
Defines		
•  Scope	of	work	
•  Integrity	and	quality	of	processes	established	to	iden$fy	

and	evaluate	content	
•  Integrity	and	quality	of	content	published	in	the	journal	



Editorial	Independence	
•  Editors	declined	to	publish	ar$cle	
from	a	senior	colleague	at	the	
Zagreb	Medical	School	because	
the	authors	refused	to	address	
cri$cisms	from	the	reviewers.	

•  Other	incidents	involving	
plagiarism	and	retrac$ons	created	
great	conflict	between	the	editors	
and	the	journal’s	owners,	4	
medical	schools	in	Croa$a.	

•  In	2011,	editors	resigned	aIer	a	
decade-long	struggle.	



Editorial	Independence	
“The	Interna$onal	Commiqee	of	Medical	Journal	Editors	(ICMJE)	
adopts	the	World	Associa$on	of	Medical	Editors’	defini$on.	According	

to	this	defini$on,	editorial	freedom,	or	independence,	is	the	
concept	that	editors-in-chief	have	full	authority	over	the	
editorial	content	of	their	journal	and	the	*ming	of	
publica*on	of	that	content.	Journal	owners	should	not	interfere	
in	the	evalua$on,	selec$on,	or	edi$ng	of	individual	ar$cles	either	
directly	or	by	crea$ng	an	environment	that	strongly	influences	

decisions.	Journal	owners	should	not	require	editors	to	publish	
supplements	as	part	of	their	contractual	agreements.		



Editorial	Independence	

Editors	should	base	decisions	on	the	validity	of	the	work	and	its	
importance	to	the	journal’s	readers,	not	on	the	commercial	
success	of	the	journal.	Editors	should	be	free	to	express	cri*cal	
but	responsible	views	about	all	aspects	of	medicine	without	fear	
of	retribu$on,	even	if	these	views	conflict	with	the	commercial	
goals	of	the	publisher.	Editors	and	editors’	organiza$ons	are	
obligated	to	support	the	concept	of	editorial	freedom	and	to	draw	
major	transgressions	of	such	freedom	to	the	aqen$on	of	the	
interna$onal	medical,	academic,	and	lay	communi$es.”		



Editorial	Independence	
Full	authority	over	editorial	content	of	the	journal…	
	
Includes:	
•  Publica$on	model:	subscrip$on-based,	open	
access,	hybrid	

•  Editorial	staffing	
•  Selec$on,	evalua$on,	formavng,	and	$ming	of	
content	

•  Final	decisions	
	
…in	the	absence	of	poli$al	or	commerical	influence	



Ensuring	Editorial	Independence	

Public	statement	from	organiza$on	on	editorial	
independence	and	disclaimer	that	content	does	
not	represent	the	opinion	of	the	organiza$on	
(or	publisher)	
	
Formal	contract….or	informal	understanding	
	



Public	Statement	
The	American	Society	for	Veterinary	Clinical	Pathology	(ASVCP)	recognizes	
and	fully	accepts	the	need	for	editorial	independence	of	the	Society's	
journal,	Veterinary	Clinical	Pathology,	and	grants	the	editor-in-chief	full	
authority	over	the	editorial	content	of	the	journal,	including	the	type,	
selec$on,	format,	and	$ming	of	content	for	publica$on.	For	these	purposes,	
editorial	content	is	understood	to	include	research	ar$cles,	other	types	of	
scien$fic	reports,	special	reports	and	consensus	statements,	editorials,	leqers	
to	the	editor,	features,	news,	and	adver$sing.	Opinions	and	statements	
expressed	in	Veterinary	Clinical	Pathology	are	those	of	the	contributors	and,	
unless	so	stated,	do	not	represent	the	official	policy	of	the	ASCVP.	ASVCP		
management	does	not	interfere	in	the	evalua$on,	selec$on,	or	edi$ng	of	
content	published	in	the	journal,	either	directly	or	by	establishing	an	
environment	that	has	an	impact	on	decisions	of	the	editor-in-chief.	

Approved	by	the	ASVCP	Executive	Board	August	2012	



Formal	contract….	
or	informal	understanding	

•  Job	descrip$on,	including	authority	and	
responsibili$es	of	editor	

•  Term	of	appointment	and	renewal	op$on	
•  Repor$ng	structure	
•  Mechanisms	for	resolving	conflict	
•  Compensa$on	(source	creates	no	conflict	of	interest)	
•  Support:	Office,	travel	



Authority	and	Responsibili$es	of	Editor	
•  Journal	mission	statement	
•  Priori$es	and	objec$ves	
•  Measures	of	journal	success	
•  Wriqen	editorial	policies	
•  Subeditors,	editorial	board,	assistants	appointed	
by	and	report	to	editor		

•  Support	(funding	and	staff)	that	enables	success	
•  Direct	communica$on	between	editor	and	
highest	level	of	organiza$on	(or	oversight	group)	



Decisions	
Based	on	validity	and	importance	of	work	
	

•  Input	from	subeditors/editorial	board,	readers,	advisors	
•  Free	of	poli$cal,	commercial,	or	personal	influence	
•  Free	of	fear	of	retribu$on	for	publishing	cri$cal	or	
compe$ng	work	or	opinions	counter	to	those	of	the	
organiza$on	or	its	strategic	plan	

•  Authority	to	resist	pressure	from	organiza$on,	
prominent	members,	authors,	or	reviewers,	and	
authors	…	

•  Right	to	view	and	refuse	adver$sements	



The	Organiza$on	and	the	Editor	
Func$onal	rela$onship	founded	on	mutual	
respect	and	trust	
•  The	organiza$on	should	neither	micromanage	
nor	ignore	the	journal	

•  The	organiza$on	should	have	deliberate	
processes	for	changing	editors	

•  Editor	should	disclose	conflicts	of	interest	–	
scien$fic,	commercial,	personal	

•  Editor	should	maintain	confiden$ality	
regarding	manuscripts,	authors,	reviews	



The	Organiza$on	

Financial	management	
•  	Compensa$on	to	editor	and	subeditors	
•  	Office	support,	soIware	
•  Travel	to	conferences		

Visibility	of	journal	
Networking	with	other	editors,	authors	

•  	Support	development	of	editor	
Training,	science	edi$ng	conferences,	workshops	

•  Financial	repor$ng	to	editor	
	At	least	annually	



Ques$ons	to	consider		

•  What	is	the	rela$onship	between	your	organiza$on	and	
the	journal?	
o  Do	you	have	a	contract	with	a	job	descrip$on	and	
terms	of	appointment?		

o  Are	you	evaluated?	By	what	process?		
	

• Has	your	organization	issued	a	public	statement	
acknowledging	your	editorial	independence?		

Keeping	in	mind	that	a	func$onal	rela$onship	
is	founded	on	mutual	respect	and	trust…	



Ques$ons	to	consider	

•  Do	you	have	editorial	independence	in	all	maqers	of	
editorial	content	and	staffing?	
	

•  Does	the	journal’s	impact	factor	–	or	other	metrics	–	
play	a	role	in	the	organiza$on’s	oversight	of	the	
journal?	
	

•  Is	financial	support	sufficient	to	fulfill	journal’s	
mission?		

	



The	Organiza$on	and	the	Editor	
Func$onal	rela$onship	is	founded	on	mutual	
respect	and	trust.	
	
COPE	Best	Prac$ce	Guidelines	for	Journal	Editors:	
	
• Define	rela$onship	explicitly	in	wri$ng	and	establish	
mechanism(s)	to	resolve	conflict(s)	

• Establish	regular	communica$on	


