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Some feedback on articles submitted for publication

• In summary, this article 
adds nothing to 
knowledge

• I can’t see why the 
author bothered

• The author is clearly not 
English speaking and 
needs some remedial 
help in English before 
he/she should think of 
publishing in academic 
journals
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Some key strategic issues

• All they ever want is 
repetition. All they really 
like is what they know. (S 
Sondheim)

• One idea, and preferably 
fewer (P. Collett)

• The set-up:  “You always 
knew…but you didn’t 
know…” (V. Packard)
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Taking your reader with you

• Of pols, gags and other 
unmentionables

• Sunday in the park with 
attention deficit disorder

• Double funnels
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An example of a PhD on Ageing

LITERATURE REVIEW
Chapter 1: The biology of ageing

Chapter 2: The psychology of ageing

Chapter 3: The sociology of ageing

Methods

Results 

Conclusions

Chapter1 The biology of ageing
Chapter 2 The psychology of ageing

Chapter 3 The sociology of ageing

Methods

Results

Conclusions
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Parts of an article

• WHY I did it

• HOW I did it

• WHAT I did

• WHAT I found

• WHAT it means

• RATIONALE

• METHOD

• PROCEDURE

• RESULTS

• DISCUSSION
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Audience audience audience

• Know whom 
you’re talking to

• Enter into a 
conversation

• If you want to 
take your reader 
with you, you 
have to know 
who they are
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Modesty, good and bad

• Always go for the best 
journal and work your 
way down – don’t be 
modest

• Nobody likes a smart-
aleck

• You are not a journalist

• Be very clear about 
what you can and can’t 
say from your data (as 
the mathematician 
said to the physicist)
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The modest, the pompous, or the just plain terrified?

• Fifty percent of the four subjects were approached 
by the investigator and were requested for their 
participation under the auspices of the current 
study…

• It is believed…

• Notwithstanding the heretoforementioned, in 
pursuance of the ultimate goal of statistical 
significance having been obtained…
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Some tips
• Short  sentences

• Active voice where feasible

• Words of one syllable

• Not a single word or sentence 
more than you need

• First person (preferably, and if 
allowed by journal)

• Signposting, signposting, 
signposting

• Simplify, simplify, simplify

• You don’t have to say 
everything you know (this is 
not your life’s work)

The blow catches 
him from the 

right, sharp and 
surprising and 
painful, like a 

bolt of 
electricity, 

lifting him up 
off the bicycle.
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Just get started writing

• Write often - every day if you can

• “The secret is regularity” (Silvia)

• Use the ABC approach (Rabe)

• Writing and editing are not the same – try not to edit too soon

• Keep and save different versions and develop a method for saving 
different versions easily, for example

• yyyymmddtimetitle.docx

• 201810200600traumachildhood.docx

• 201811021530traumachildhood.docx
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You don’t have to start at the 
beginning
• Start writing where it is easiest to write – this is often not 

the beginning

• Generally the first few sentences take longer than the next 
ones.

• In the beginning, don’t worry about writing in 
what you think is formal or academic language –

• The key thing is communicating and 
getting your ideas out there  – telling 
a story which is easy for your reader
to understand.
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Dealing with peer review (or: 
Humiliation can be fun)
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But….
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Taming the beast – emotions 
first but not only….

• It’s peer review – not review by a deity

• It’s not a comment on who you are

• I see your humiliating review and I raise 
you – everybody gets rejected

• You may hide under a rock but only a 
small rock and only for a short space of 
time (a week maximum, preferably 
shorter)

• Tell someone, share it, and commit to 
helping one another with dealing with 
reviews

• Most reviewers (not all) are trying their 
best
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Taming the beast – taking 
action

• Take it bit by bit – you must be able to show that 
you have responded to each and every 
comment

• No biting, no fighting

• There are two reasons why they misunderstand 
you:

1. They are idiots who cannot see your genius

2. You have probably put things in such a way 
which has enabled their misunderstanding 
as readers of your work, who are not you 
and your friends

• Always try to understand what they say, 
however hurtful

HAMLET

Do you see that cloud 

up there that looks like 

a camel?

POLONIUS

By th' mass, and ’tis like 

a camel indeed.

HAMLET

Methinks it is like a 

weasel.

POLONIUS

It is backed like a 

weasel.

HAMLET

Or like a whale.

POLONIUS

Very like a whale.
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Taming the beast
– taking action 2

• Be polite – be very polite (pleaded the editor)
– do the editor’s job for her/him

• Say thank you, give compliments

• Be as clear as you can

• Reviewers will contradict each other – explain to 
the editor why you have done X and not Y

• If a reviewer in your view is absolutely wrong, first 
try the ‘comradely greetings’ approach, then be 
absolutely clear on why you can’t do what they say

• You complain at your peril – journals are looking 
for reasons to reject you

• Have some empathy for the editor and the 
reviewers

• Be a nice, constructive, helpful reviewer next time
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Reviewer comments

Reviewer A

Authors’ response

This is an interesting paper on an important 
topic,

Thank you very much

but it fails to articulate its premises clearly… Thank you for this helpful comment.  On pp 2-
3 of the revised manuscript we have made our 
position more explicit and have used bullet 
point formatting so these are easy to read

I was shocked that the brilliant work of Swartz 
(2017) was not cited

We apologise for this oversight, and we agree 
with the reviewer that this is a key reference.  
We have referenced Swartz (2017) now as well 
as Swartz and Bantjes (2016)

I would like to have seen more discussion of 
the Anthropocene

Thank you for this comment.  Reviewer B (see 
our responses below) suggested that we omit 
any mention of the Anthropocene.  We have 
decided to follow Reviewer B on this as we 
have space limitations but would be happy to 
reconsider should Reviewer A believe that this 
would be best for the article.
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Common reasons for rejection 
(my experience)
• Plagiarism

• Obviously pasted from a thesis

• Too much irrelevant detail

• Conclusions do not flow from data

• Data irrelevant to conclusions

• No idea of the field

• Over-grand claims to originality

• Wrong journal, wrong audience
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Open access
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