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Overview

• Why publish?

• What is a “high quality” Journal?
– Predatory journals

– Service, support and quality

– Subscription, Open Access, Hybrid

– Target audience and the Grey literature

• Getting Published
– The review process: old and new

– Preparing your manuscript 

– Elements of a manuscript  

• Publishing: tips for success

• Ethical pitfalls and how to avoid them



Why is publication so important?

• No publication, no project
– Your results must be available for others, or it is as if they 

don’t exist – ethical?

• No publication, no promotion
– An academic metric of productivity

• No publication, no funding
– What is your track record?

• Publications vs Ideas – author’s role in a publication 



What is a “high quality” journal 

• One that is not predatory
– Watch out!

• One that provides its authors with a decent 
service
– Response times, quality of reviews

• One that is well-respected 
– Indices

• One that is read by your target audience
– NB. The “grey” literature  



What is a “high quality” journal 

• One that is not predatory
– Watch out!

• One that provides its authors with a decent 
service
– Response times, quality of reviews

• One that is well-respected 
– Indices

• One that is read by your target audience
– NB. The “grey” literature  



Predatory open-access publishing

• An exploitative open-access academic publishing business model 
that involves charging publication fees to authors without 
providing the editorial and publishing services associated with 
legitimate journals

• Tweet from Prof Stuart Biddle 29th June:
Dear Biddle Stuart,

This is Journal of Sports Science (ISSN 2332-7839)….

Let me extend my sincere greeting to you. I have learned your research…”

The Journal is predatory and not the genuine “Journal of Sports ScienceS”

Please ignore all contact from them.





What is a “high quality” journal 

• One that is not predatory
– Watch out!

• One that provides its authors with a decent 
service
– Response times, quality of reviews

• One that is well-respected 
– Indices, Journal of a Society

• One that is read by your target audience
– NB. The “grey” literature  





Assessing Journals

https://clarivate.libguides.com/jcr

https://www.youtube.com/watch?ti
me_continue=10&v=ZqRK8xGnbT4



Indices 
• Impact factor: measure of the frequency with which the average 

article in a journal has been cited in a particular year
– Calculation: divide the number of citations in a journal citation report (JCR) 

year by the total number of articles published in the two previous years

San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA)
• IF originally a tool for librarians to identify journals to buy
• IF determined by technicalities unrelated to scientific 

quality of articles
• IF - well-documented deficiencies

• Citation distributions are highly skewed
• Properties of IF are field-specific and a composite of highly 

diverse article types
• IF can be manipulated (“gamed”) by editorial policy
• Says nothing about influence/impact of specific paper
• Data used to calculate the Journal Impact Factors are 

neither transparent nor openly available
• Science is currently rated by a process that is itself unscientific, 

subjective, and secretive (PLOS Medicine) 



Indices 

IF is not the only metric!
• Immediacy Index: measures how frequently the average article from a 

journal is cited within the same year as publication e.g. how quickly 
articles in a journal are cited

• Citation half life: median age of the citations received by a journal during 
the JCR year (publication year of the citing item minus the publication 
year of the cited item)

• Eigenfactor score: a rating of the total impact of a journal according to 
the number of incoming citations. Citations from highly ranked journals 
weighted to make a larger contribution to the Eigenfactor. All else equal, 
journals generating higher impact in a field have larger scores



What is a “high quality” journal 

• One that is not predatory
– Watch out!

• One that provides its authors with a decent 
service
– Response times, quality of reviews

• One that is well-respected 
– Indices

• One that is read by your target audience
– NB. The “grey” literature  



Choosing the right journal

• Target audience
– “Who would be interested in reading this paper?”

• Importance and significance of the findings
– Seek input from colleagues

• Have an idea of the journal you want to go for 
when planning the study
– Know what journals publish (mechanistic, applied, 

physiology/pathophysiology….) and what they expect – read  
back issues

• If in doubt – ask the editor (nice people)



Know the Journal
General Guidelines for Manuscript Submission
Scope and subjects areas

Experimental Physiology publishes research papers that report novel insights into homeostatic and adaptive 
responses in health and pathophysiological mechanisms in disease. We welcome papers that embrace the 
journal’s orientation of translation and integration, which includes studies of the adaptive responses to 
exercise, acute and chronic environmental challenges, growth and aging, and diseases where integrative 
homeostatic mechanisms play a key role in the response to and evolution of the disease process. Examples of 
such diseases include hypertension, heart failure, hypoxic lung disease, endocrine and neurological disorders.

Manuscripts that report the use of bioinformatic, genomic, molecular, proteomic and cellular techniques to 
provide novel insights into integrative physiological and pathophysiological mechanisms are welcomed.

We are also interested in methodological papers reporting important new developments in physiological 
techniques that could lead to significant new insights (a ‘Short Communication’ is likely to be a suitable format 
for this article type).

Papers which observe a significant new physiological behaviour or phenomenon which has the potential to 
alter the understanding of that field, but which have not yet identified the mechanisms may also be 
considered. Such papers should demonstrate experimentally the examination and exclusion of a number of 
plausible mechanisms for the important novel phenomenon (a ‘Short Communication’ is likely to be a suitable 
format for this article type when plausible mechanisms have not been examined).



Open Access vs. Traditional (subscription) Journals

Visibility
• Publishing OA means more people are likely to see it, simply because more 

people will be able to access it
• Belief that OA publications are read more widely is a common reason for 

choosing an OA journal
• Are they the right people? 
• Increased citations? Publishing an OA article in doesn’t necessary influence 

the level of citations, at least not in the first 9-12 months 
(https://openscience.com/open-access-increases-citation-a-brief-overview-of-two-reports/)

Cost
• Both may charge a small fee at the time of submission
• Traditional journals commonly charge per page/colour figure
• OA journals typically charge a more expensive flat “article processing 

charge” 
• The other cost is associated with subscriptions, which can be prohibitive

https://www.aje.com/en/arc/making-the-choice-open-access-vs-traditional-journals/



Open Access vs. Traditional (subscription) Journals

Prestige
• Some more reticent to publish in OA journals because they may not be as 

well known and the perceived quality of OA publications

• High-IF OA journals are available in a variety of fields

Speed
• 80-85% of authors believe that “the speed from submission to first 

decision” plays a “very important” or “quite important” role in their 
decision of where to publish

• Many OA journals advertise a more rapid publication process, as reflected 
in their mission statements 

• Hybrid Journals 

https://www.aje.com/en/arc/making-the-choice-open-access-vs-traditional-journals/



Grey Literature
• Poorly-defined term coined by Auger (1975). Increased in last 25 

years

• Materials and research produced by organisations outside of the 
traditional academic publishing channels 
– e.g. technical reports, working papers, research and project reports, 

reports, newsletters, presentations, field notes, laboratory research books, 
lecture notes, evaluations etc.

• Professional body magazine articles? 

• Pre-prints
– Version of a manuscript that appears on a pre-print server before peer 

review (e.g. SportRxiv: http://sportrxiv.org/submit-a-preprint/)

– Pros: quick way to publicise results 

– Cons: could be wrong!



Pre-print servers
• Jan 2017, MRC actively supporting pre-prints with effect from April 

2017

• Jan 2017, Wellcome Trust accept pre-prints in grant applications

• Feb 2017, coalition of scientists and biomedical funding bodies 
(including NIH, MRC and Wellcome Trust)  launched a proposal for 
a central site for life-sciences preprints

• Feb 2017, Scientific Library online (SciELO) announced plans to set 
up a pre-prints server – SciELO Pre-prints

• March 2017, the National Institutes for Health (NIH) issued a new 
policy encouraging research pre-print submissions

• April 2017, Center for Open Science announced that it will be 
launching six new pre-print archives



Grey Literature
• Poorly-defined term coined by Auger (1975). Increased in last 25 years

• Materials and research produced by organizations outside of the 
traditional academic publishing channels 
– e.g. technical reports, working papers, research and project reports, 

reports, newsletters, presentations, field notes, laboratory research books, 
lecture notes, evaluations etc.

• Professional body magazine articles? 

• Pre-prints
– Version of a manuscript that appears on a pre-print server before peer review 

(e.g. SportRxiv: http://sportrxiv.org/submit-a-preprint/)

– Pros: quick way to publicise results Cons: must remember could be wrong!

• Post-print
– Has undergone peer review but not yet published

• General problems: lack of bibliographic standard. Often no permanent 
uniform resource locator (URL) or digital object identifier 
(DOI) numbers



Getting Published



Q. How do I get my work published in a 
good journal?

A. Do a good study!



Completion of research

Preparation of manuscript

Submission of manuscript

Assignment and review

Decision

Rejection Revision

Acceptance

Resubmission

Re-review

PUBLICATION!

Rejection

Adapted from a figure by Dale Benos

Traditional view 
of publishing





Planning a study with publication 
in mind

Think about what you will need for a good 
publication when formulating your experimental 
question and hypotheses, and when designing 
your experiment



Registered Reports • Preregistration: a time-stamped 
research plan

• Been around in clinical studies for years
• Makes you think about journal at an 

early stage, becomes “part of the 
project”

• Early peer review - reviewers can really 
contribute

• Reduces publication and research bias
• Improved quality of research and 

submissions
• More likely to be accepted for 

publication “in principle acceptance”
• Rejection rate of accepted RR is 10%
• Open Science 
• More work: authors/reviewers?
• Benefit to journals?
• Some publishers have Registered 

Reports toolkits



Preparing your manuscript



I keep six honest serving-men

(They taught me all I knew)

Their names are What and Why and When

And How and Where and Who

Rudyard Kipling 
1865-1936 
The Elephant’ Child



Essential elements of a manuscript

• Based on what was known and unknown, WHY did 
you do the study?
– Introduction

• HOW did you do the study?
– Methods

• WHAT did you find?
– Results

• WHAT does it mean in the context of the existing 
body of knowledge?
– Discussion



The Manuscript: Abstract

• Why did you do it – importance

• What did you expect – hypothesis 

• How did you do it

• What did you find – include data

• So What – impact 



The Manuscript: Introduction

• Two main purposes:
– Get reader interested in the topic
– Prepare reader to understand the paper

• What is the question being asked?
• Where did the question come from?
• Why are you asking that question?



• Keep it short!
– Write it last to keep it focused

• Brief review of pertinent literature
– Place your study in historical context

– Provide a general description of the field

• Statement of research question and resulting 
hypothesis

• No summary of findings

The Manuscript: Introduction



The Manuscript: Methods

• Write in the past tense
• Use proper format for journal
• Describe study design and reasons for method 

selection
– Precisely identify models and reagents used

• Indicate appropriate approvals for animal or human 
studies

• Include enough detail so others can repeat the work
– OK to cite previous methods to save space
– Describe any new methods in additional detail



The Manuscript: Results
• Use a logical order

– You do not need to follow the chronology of your study

• Report only results relevant to your hypothesis
– This is not your thesis

– But do not omit data just because they don’t support your 
hypothesis

• Provide enough interpretation to lead the reader 
from one experiment to the next
– Avoid lengthy analysis/comparisons

Tell a story!



The Manuscript: Discussion

• State the answer to your question 

• Follow up with supporting evidence

• Explain your answer – what does it mean in 
the context of previous work

• Discuss the most important conclusions first

• Write in present tense



Publication: Tips for success

• Know about the journal, its editor, and why you 
submitted your paper there

• Read the instructions
• Avoid carelessness - spelling, grammar, formatting 

mistakes
• Make sure references are appropriate and accurate

– Remember who your reviewers might be!

• Ensure appropriate file format, including figures



Major reasons for rejection

To get published, avoid rejection!

• Inappropriate for the journal
– Do your homework

• Merely confirmatory/incremental
– Avoid LPUs (Least Publishable Units)

• Describes poorly-designed or inconclusive studies
– Focus on your hypothesis

• Poorly written
– Great science in an ugly package can still be rejected



The manuscript is of interest but 
misses some of the relevant work 
undertaken with humans

The study fails to establish a specific 
mechanism for the vasoactive 
properties of these small metabolites

The manuscript is missing the 
background physiology to the study

Manuscript is pretty weak, and there's a 
publication ethics issue

The manuscript is unacceptable due 
to methodological problems: data 
not very convincing and 
misinterpreted

The study offers only an 
incremental advance in the field

The manuscript does not fall within 
the scope of the journal

The authors used ether, which is 
grounds for rejection based on 
our animal ethics policy

Reject, results are preliminary and 
difficult to interpret

There is very low power to detect 

physiologically relevant differences 

between groups



The most common Criticisms from reviewers of 
Experimental Physiology

a. Does not comply with journal’s ethics policy

b. Flaw in design – (lack of proper control; have not isolated 
the intervention)

c. Fails to advance the field sufficiently 

d. Inappropriate statistics 

e. Purely descriptive, provides no mechanistic insight

f. Poorly written

g. Outside the scope of the journal



The Research Components
• Research Interest/Importance

• Review of the Literature

• Theory

• Research Question

• Hypothesis

• Research Design

• Experimentation

• Analysis

• Discuss/Conclude

41

A good question should be founded in 
existing knowledge/theory and be able to 
be framed in an hypothesis



The Research Components

• Research Interest/Importance C

• Review of the Literature C

• Theory C

• Research Question C, E

• Hypothesis C

• Research Design B, E

• Experimentation A, B

• Analysis D

• Discuss/Conclude C, E

A. Does not comply with journal’s ethics policy

B. Flaw in design – (lack of proper control; have 
not isolated the intervention)

C. Fails to advance the field sufficiently 

D. Inappropriate statistics 

E. Purely descriptive, provides no mechanistic 
insight



The revision process
• If your paper is returned for revision, you are in good 

company
• It’s OK to get mad, but don’t act on it!
• Try to understand what the reviewers are really 

saying
– If the reviewers did not understand your work, is it 

because you didn’t present it clearly in the first place?

• Look for clues from the editor (the final arbiter) as to 
the extent of revision needed
– Re-writes only
– More experiments



Responding to reviewers
• Complete additional experiments if needed
• Address all comments in a point-by-point fashion

– Resist the temptation to prepare an impassioned response 
to points with which you disagree

– Stand firm (diplomatically) if that is truly the right thing to 
do

• Sincerely thank the editor and reviewers for helping 
you to improve your work
– They have invested a lot of time, mostly on a voluntary 

basis

• Ask a neutral colleague to review your response



Ethical pitfalls in scientific 
publishing



• Study design & ethical approval 
• Data analysis
• Authorship
• Conflicts of interest
• Peer review
• Redundant publication
• Plagiarism
• Duties of editors
• Media relations
• Advertising
• Dealing with misconduct



Ethical responsibilities of a scientist

• Intellectual honesty

• Accurate assignment of credit

• Fairness in peer review

• Collegiality in scientific interactions

• Transparency in conflicts of interest

• Protection of human and animal participants



Ethical issues identified in submissions to 
Physiological Society journals

• Authorship disputes
• Inappropriate but not fraudulent manipulation of figures
• Plagiarism
• Data fabrication/falsification 
• Conflicts of interest
• Duplication of (redundant) data (self-plagiarism)

– When (rarely) allowed: baseline data same participants; highly invasive 
animal controls; comparison with previous data

– Be explicit in covering letter and main text with citations

• Duplicate submission/publication
– Duplication of papers or data: reproducibility, impact and bias issues

• Animal welfare concerns (incl. ethical approval not obtained)
• Human welfare concerns (incl. ethical approval not obtained)
• Others (e.g., reviewer bias, submission irregularities)



Ethical issues in publishing

• Journals take ethical matters very seriously, and have 
developed clearly-stated policies
– Authors found to have violated these policies are subject 

to a variety of actions, up to and including notification of 
their institution and/or sanctions for the most serious 
offenses

• Journals provide you with information that should 
allow you to avoid ethical pitfalls in publishing your 
work

• If in doubt ask – early 



*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*

* *

*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*



Why does it matter?

• Science is an enterprise that pursues the truth on the 
basis of trust

• Original articles should be original, if not:

– Provides a false impression of the reproducibility or impact 
of a finding

– Risks biasing meta-analyses

– Inappropriately inflates productivity for academic 
advancements, grants, etc.



You want your publications to be 
notable because of the quality research NOT 

for poor ethics or misconduct



Inappropriate figure manipulation

• Improper editing

• Improper grouping

• Improper adjustment
– Authors should not:

• Move

• Remove

• Introduce

• Obscure

• Enhance

any specific feature within a image. Images should 
appear as captured in the lab.



Improper editing
Boxes revealed during processing for publication; removal reveals debris

Bottom image from Rossner and Yamada, J. Cell Biol. 166: 11-15 (2004)



Improper adjustment

Authors should not adjust 
contrast, colour balance 
or brightness unless 
applied to the entire 
figures and the 
adjustment does not 
obscure, eliminate or 
misrepresent the 
originally-captured 
information. Adjustments 
should be disclosed in the 
figure legend.

Images from Rossner and Yamada, J. Cell Biol. 166: 11-15 (2004)



Data fabrication/falsification

• Definition
– Changing or making up 

data in a manuscript

– Intended to “improve” 
the results

– Includes digital 
manipulation of images 
(blots, micrographs, etc.)

• How to avoid
– Present the exact results 

obtained

– Do not withhold data 
that don’t fit your 
hypothesis

– Don’t try to “improve” 
images
• any manipulations must 

apply to the whole image



Human and animal welfare issues

• Definition
– Treatment of 

experimental subjects 
that does not conform 
with accepted standards 
and journal policy

• How to avoid
– Obtain prospective 

appropriate approval for 
the study protocol

– Do not deviate from the 
protocol

– Obtain approval for 
amendments as needed 
before altering the 
protocol



Plagiarism

• Definition
– Taking the work of 

another

– Copying a figure, table, 
or even wording from a 
published or 
unpublished paper 
without attribution

• How to avoid
– Provide citation to the 

work of others

– Obtain copyright 
permission if needed

– Do not copy exact 
wording from another 
source, even if 
referenced, unless in 
quotes



Plagiarism

• Review articles represent a particular risk for 
plagiarism

– Many publishers screen reviews (or even original papers) 
with plagiarism software

• If you take notes on relevant papers, re-phrase the 
materials in question or clearly label as direct quotes

• There is always another way to say something



Duplicate publication

• Definition
– Submission or 

publication of the same 
paper or substantial 
parts of a paper in more 
than one place

• How to avoid
– Do not submit a paper to 

more than one journal at 
a time

– Wait until your paper is 
rejected before 
submitting elsewhere

– Withdraw a paper if you 
decide not to re-submit 
after being invited to do 
so

Ingelfinger rule (NEMJ) originally stipulated that a journal  would not publish findings 
that had been published elsewhere, in other media or in other journals. 



Redundant publication

• Definition

– Using text or data from 
another paper/prior 
publication (usually your 
own) in a new paper

– Also called auto- or self-
plagiarism

• How to avoid

– Do not include material 
from a previous study in 
a new one, even for 
statistical analysis

– Repeat control groups as 
needed



Redundant publication

• Very occasionally, data re-use is permissible

– Baseline data for a series of distinct research questions 
asked in the same set of human subjects

– Highly invasive studies in animals where it is not possible 
to justify repetition of control experiments

– Need to compare data (graphically) with that previously 
published

• Be explicit in disclosing data re-use in both your 
cover letter and the manuscript itself, with citations 



Authorship disputes

• Definition

– Disputes arising from the 
addition, deletion, or 
change in the order of 
authors

• How to avoid

– Agree on authors and 
their order before 
starting the study

– Ensure all authors meet 
criteria for authorship

– Sign publishers’ 
authorship forms



Authorship

• Decide on authors, and their order, as early as 
possible
– Preferably before even starting the project

• Authors should include only those who have 
made a substantive intellectual contribution 
to the project reported, and can defend the 
data and conclusions publicly



Criteria for authorship
• Generate at least part of the intellectual content

– Conception or design of the work

– Data analysis and interpretation

• Draft, critically review, or revise the intellectual
content

• Approve the final version to be submitted

• Agree to be accountable for all aspects of the 
work

All four criteria should be satisfied

International Committee of 
Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) 
Guidelines (2017)



Criteria for non-authorship

• Those who meet fewer than 4 of the previous 
criteria

• General supervision

• Technical/statistical/ethical support

• Writing assistance 

• Technical editing

• Language editing, proof-reading

International Committee of 
Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) 
Guidelines (2017)

Acknowledge



Who’s an author?

• The student who did the experiments and wrote the 
first draft of the manuscript?

• The technician who measured cytokine levels in 150 
samples?

• The PI who had the idea in the first place, guided the 
student, and reviewed the manuscript?

• The department chair who provided space and 
resources for the study, dropped by the lab 
occasionally to chat, but knew little or nothing about 
the experiments? 



Checklist

• Design a good study with publication in mind

• Consider ethics throughout

• Visit Journal/publishers websites, use author services

• Think about pre and post print servers

• Avoid predatory journals

• Think about OA, traditional journals, hybrids

• Think about the Grey literature 

• Avoid the reasons for rejection 

• Remember: what, why, when, how, where, who



https://www.uksg.org/webinars/academicpublication

https://www.uksg.org/webinars/academicpublication


Be Brave, get it right and go for it!

“A good scientist values criticism almost higher 
than friendship: no, in science criticism is the 
height and measure of friendship”

Francis Crick (BBC interview)



Great! 
Now, how do you make 
impact with your work?


