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The	  need	  for	  effec.ve	  communica.on	  grows	  
during	  a	  scien.fic	  career	  

•  being	  broadly	  interested	  and	  enjoying	  science	  
wri)ng	  for	  the	  general	  public	  can	  be	  detrimental	  
or	  distrac)ng	  for	  a	  graduate	  student	  or	  postdoc.	  

But	  the	  tables	  turns	  for	  a	  young	  group	  leader:	  
•  It	  is	  cri)cal	  to	  be	  an	  effec)ve	  science	  
communicator	  to	  convince	  non-‐experts	  of	  your	  
research	  program	  (program	  officers	  at	  NIH	  /	  NSF,	  
editors	  at	  high	  impact	  journals,	  faculty	  
colleagues).	  



Naviga.ng	  the	  publica.on	  process	  

•  Teach	  you	  what	  a	  scien)fic	  editor	  is	  trained	  to	  do.	  	  	  
	  
•  Translate	  that	  informa)on	  into	  some	  do’s	  and	  
don’ts	  for	  wri)ng	  papers	  and	  interac)ng	  with	  
editors.	  

	  



The	  usual	  scien.sts’	  view	  of	  editors	  



Editors	  as	  gatekeepers	  

•  Whether	  to	  review	  the	  paper	  in	  the	  first	  
place	  

•  Whether	  to	  publish	  the	  paper	  based	  on	  
the	  reviewers	  comments	  



“Thank	  you	  very	  much	  for	  your	  great	  submission.	  We	  
get	  many	  submissions,	  but,	  regretably,	  only	  a	  limited	  
amount	  of	  space	  is	  available	  to	  fill.”	  

The	  Editor’s	  first	  decision…	  



Editors	  as	  mediators	  



Common	  interests	  of	  Editors	  and	  Authors	  

	  	  
	  Both	  editors	  and	  authors	  -‐	  unlike	  reviewers	  -‐	  	  profit	  
from	  publishing	  breakthrough	  stories	  (even	  if	  the	  
these	  stories	  are	  incomplete).	  

	  
	  	  



Talk	  to	  and	  meet	  the	  editors!	  

	  	  
•  find	  out	  what	  fields	  the	  editors	  of	  a	  journal	  are	  par)cularly	  

interested	  in.	  Especially	  new	  journals	  are	  oSen	  keen	  to	  get	  
submissions	  and	  are	  more	  risk	  friendly.	  

•  Iden)fy	  editors	  who	  you	  work	  well	  with.	  

•  Discuss	  findings	  with	  editors	  at	  conferences	  or	  through	  pre-‐
submission	  inquiries.	  

•  If	  your	  paper	  is	  compe))ve:	  can	  the	  editor	  make	  a	  fast	  
decision?	  

	  
•  Review	  papers	  for	  the	  journals	  you	  publish	  in.	  

	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



•  How	  significant	  is	  the	  advance?	  Could	  the	  results	  
have	  been	  predicted?	  Do	  they	  answer	  a	  
longstanding	  ques)on?	  

	  
•  Are	  the	  experiments	  logically	  designed?	  Do	  they	  

directly	  test	  an	  experimental	  hypothesis	  or	  are	  they	  
merely	  consistent	  with	  it?	  	  

	  
Domain	  of	  the	  reviewers:	  technical	  quality	  

Editors	  look	  for	  conceptual	  advance	  and	  general	  
interest	  



	  How	  can	  you	  help	  an	  Editor	  make	  the	  correct	  	  
	  assessment	  of	  your	  paper?	  

•  Cover	  leHer:	  convey	  why	  the	  paper	  is	  important	  for	  the	  
general	  readership	  and	  which	  fields	  may	  find	  the	  results	  of	  
interest.	  What	  was	  known	  before?	  What	  important	  
ques)on	  does	  the	  paper	  answer?	  Key	  results?	  You	  can	  be	  
bolder	  in	  the	  cover	  leZer	  since	  it	  is	  only	  seen	  by	  the	  
editor.	  	  Suggest	  and	  exclude	  reviewers!!	  

• 	  Pre-‐submission	  Inquiry:	  	  If	  you	  are	  not	  sure	  a	  paper	  is	  
appropriate,	  you	  can	  ask	  an	  editor	  for	  advice.	  	  But	  be	  
prepared	  to	  accept	  their	  advice	  if	  you	  ask	  for	  it.	  	  



More	  .ps	  on	  how	  to	  write	  your	  paper…	  
•  write	  the	  paper	  so	  that	  a	  science-‐proficient	  non-‐expert,	  like	  

an	  editor,	  can	  understand	  the	  logic	  and	  importance	  of	  your	  
findings.	  	  

•  If	  you	  put	  the	  work	  in	  context,	  the	  “sexiness”	  takes	  care	  of	  
itself,	  avoid	  spinning	  or	  over	  hyping	  the	  work.	  	  

	  
•  Make	  the	  figures	  self-‐explanatory	  and	  easy	  to	  understand.	  

•  Bad	  English	  is	  oSen	  not	  the	  main	  reason	  for	  a	  badly	  wriZen	  
paper:	  	  it	  is	  more	  oSen	  bad	  logic	  and	  a	  lack	  of	  focus!	  

•  Get	  feedback	  on	  the	  paper	  from	  colleagues	  outside	  the	  
field.	  They	  can	  flag	  problems	  with	  clarity	  that	  insiders	  may	  
not	  spot.	  

	  



“We’re	  really,	  really	  
interested.	  Now	  take	  
it	  home	  and	  make	  it	  
sing.”	  

A	  resubmission	  invita.on	  leHer…	  



Responding	  to	  Reviews	  	  

• 	  A	  resubmission	  invita)on	  is	  a	  leZer	  that	  clearly	  states:	  “We	  
would	  be	  happy	  to	  consider	  a	  revised	  manuscript”.	  The	  level	  
of	  editorial	  enthusiasm	  can	  vary	  drama)cally:	  	  
	  Minor	  revisions	  >>	  One	  or	  two	  addi)onal	  experiments	  >>	  
	  Interes)ng	  but	  too	  preliminary	  >>	  Interes)ng	  but	  significant	  
flaws	  

	  
•  Contact	  the	  editor	  with	  your	  plan	  of	  ac)on,	  even	  if	  you	  have	  

decided	  to	  go	  to	  another	  journal.	  	  

•  Your	  response	  should	  provide	  a	  detailed	  point-‐by-‐point	  
response	  to	  reviewers’	  comments	  outlining	  how	  you	  have	  
addressed	  	  them	  with	  addi)onal	  data.	  	  



	  	  
• 	  Wait	  at	  least	  24	  hours	  with	  a	  response!	  

• 	  If	  you	  feel	  too	  emo)onal,	  ask	  a	  colleague	  you	  respect	  to	  help	  
you	  assess	  the	  reviews.	  

• 	  Editors	  make	  mistakes	  –	  they	  have	  to	  make	  many	  decisions	  
every	  day.	  You	  may	  be	  able	  to	  persuade	  them	  to	  reconsider	  the	  
decision.	  	  Don’t	  be	  afraid	  to	  write	  an	  appeal	  leZer	  or	  contact	  the	  
editor	  directly.	  
	  
	  

	  	  

Responding	  to	  Rejec.on	  	  



Appealing	  a	  decision	  

•  STICK	  TO	  THE	  SCIENCE	  

•  Recognize	  that	  there	  is	  usually	  something	  to	  learn	  
from	  every	  cri)cism,	  and	  act	  respecdul	  (even	  if	  
you	  don’t	  feel	  it).	  It	  is	  not	  produc)ve	  to	  insult	  the	  
editor	  or	  reviewers.	  	  If	  they	  have	  missed	  
something	  important	  make	  an	  aZempt	  to	  make	  
the	  point	  more	  clearly.	  

•  If	  a	  reviewer	  is	  truly	  off	  track,	  use	  the	  literature	  
and	  scien)fic	  reasoning	  to	  highlight	  this	  fact.	  



Accep.ng	  a	  decision	  

•  	  Repeatedly	  trying	  to	  argue	  or	  force	  your	  work	  into	  journals	  
will	  earn	  you	  a	  bad	  reputa)on;	  it	  also	  sets	  a	  nega)ve	  and	  
comba)ve	  tone	  in	  the	  lab.	  

•  Not	  all	  work	  is	  of	  sufficient	  significance	  to	  merit	  publica)on	  in	  
the	  highest	  impact	  journals.	  

•  Learning	  when	  to	  let	  go	  and	  to	  send	  the	  paper	  to	  another	  
journal	  is	  a	  good	  skill	  to	  develop.	  



How	  to	  review	  a	  paper	  

	  	  
•  Most	  important:	  evaluate	  technical	  quality;	  review	  

significance	  and	  context	  of	  submiZed	  paper,	  organiza)on,	  
clarity.	  	  

•  you	  can	  comment	  on	  whether	  you	  would	  publish	  or	  not	  
either	  in	  the	  comments	  to	  authors	  or	  in	  comments	  to	  
editors.	  But	  make	  sure	  that	  comments	  to	  editors	  are	  not	  
diametrically	  opposed	  to	  what	  you	  say	  to	  the	  authors.	  

•  be	  explicit	  what	  revisions	  are	  cri)cal;	  be	  construc)ve;	  no	  
laundry	  list!	  “reviewer’s	  experiments”	  

•  Involve	  people	  in	  your	  lab	  in	  the	  review	  process!	  They	  learn	  
a	  lot!	  But	  acknowledge	  who	  helped	  you.	  

•  keep	  your	  review	  confiden)al,	  even	  if	  you	  are	  posi)ve!	  
	  	  

	  
	  
	  
	  



Summary:	  You	  are	  an	  ac.ve	  par.cipant	  in	  
the	  publishing	  process	  	  

• 	  OSen	  young	  faculty	  feel	  publishing	  is	  a	  process	  out	  of	  
their	  control.	  

BUT:	  
•  Editors	  want	  to	  connect	  with	  you	  since	  they	  know	  that	  

young	  produce	  the	  next	  breakthrough	  stories.	  	  

Therefore,	  as	  a	  community	  you	  have	  some	  control	  over	  
which	  journals	  are	  going	  to	  have	  the	  “best”	  content.	  



Discussion:	  Improvements	  of	  the	  publishing	  
process	  

•	  	  pay	  reviewers	  ?	  
	  
•  Professional	  versus	  academic	  editors?	  
	  
•  Are	  editors,	  authors	  and	  reviewers	  too	  busy?	  

•  Conceptual	  advance	  versus	  technical	  quality?	  	  





Increasing	  access	  to	  your	  publica)ons	  

OUTLINE	  

•  Harvard’s	  open	  access	  
policy	  &	  repository	  

•  NIH	  public	  access	  policy	  
	  
•  Managing	  your	  own	  
scholarly	  record	  



Publishing	  workflow	  
Submit	  manuscript	  (version	  =	  “pre-‐print”)	  
Peer	  review	  process	  
–  Reviewers	  may	  suggest	  revisions;	  revise	  and	  resubmit	  	  
–  Paper	  accepted	  
–  “Author’s	  Final	  Peer	  Reviewed	  Manuscript”	  

Copyright	  Transfer	  Agreement	  
Copyedi)ng	  
–  Correspondence	  w/	  author	  to	  implement	  some	  changes	  
– Manuscript	  is	  typeset	  and	  page	  proofs	  sent	  to	  author	  
– Major	  changes	  are	  discouraged	  here	  (looking	  mainly	  for	  	  
–  typos	  or	  technical	  errors	  in	  the	  proofs)	  

Publica)on	  
–  Final	  published	  version	  –	  “version	  of	  record”	  	  



“Author’s	  final	  manuscript”?	  

•  The	  last	  document	  that	  you	  send	  to	  the	  
publisher,	  including	  edits	  that	  result	  from	  the	  
peer	  review	  process	  (but	  before	  copy	  edi)ng).	  

•  Might	  be	  virtually	  iden)cal	  to	  the	  published	  
version	  of	  your	  paper,	  but	  it	  is	  typically	  
treated	  differently	  from	  the	  published	  version	  
for	  purposes	  of	  licensing	  and	  copyright.	  



FAS	  OA	  policy	  (voted	  2/12/08)	  
1.  License:	  Each	  Faculty	  member	  grants	  to	  the	  President	  and	  Fellows	  

of	  Harvard	  College	  permission	  to	  make	  available	  his	  or	  her	  
scholarly	  ar)cles	  and	  to	  exercise	  the	  copyright	  in	  those	  ar)cles.	  

2.  Opt-‐out:	  The	  Dean	  or	  the	  Dean's	  designate	  will	  waive	  applica)on	  of	  
the	  policy	  for	  a	  par)cular	  ar)cle	  upon	  wriZen	  request	  by	  a	  Faculty	  
member	  explaining	  the	  need.	  

3.  Deposit:	  Each	  Faculty	  member	  will	  provide	  an	  electronic	  copy	  of	  
the	  final	  version	  of	  the	  ar)cle	  at	  no	  charge	  to	  the	  appropriate	  
representa)ve	  of	  the	  Provost's	  Office	  in	  an	  appropriate	  
format	  ...no	  later	  than	  the	  date	  of	  its	  publica)on.	  



publisher	  author	  
copyright	  

Copyright	  assigned	  according	  to	  terms	  prescribed	  by	  the	  
publisher	  ...	  roughly	  63%	  of	  whom	  already	  grant	  back	  to	  the	  
author	  the	  right	  to	  self-‐archive	  post-‐refereed	  manuscript	  in	  an	  
insDtuDonal	  repository	  

Before	  



publisher	  

author	  

Harvard	  

University	  shares	  in	  copyright	  (non	  exclusive	  license),	  but	  
responsibility	  for	  self-‐archiving	  remains	  with	  faculty	  
member;	  publishers’	  author-‐archiving	  policies	  constrain	  
terms	  of	  access	  to	  repository	  content	  

ASer:	  	  University	  as	  rights	  holder	  



Not	  a	  “mandate”,	  and	  not	  intended	  to	  
control	  where	  you	  publish	  your	  work	  
•  Harvard’s	  policy	  is	  a	  collec)ve	  faculty	  resolu)on	  

•  Harvard’s	  license	  is	  opt	  out:	  makes	  rights	  sharing	  
and	  self-‐archiving	  the	  default,	  but	  not	  mandatory	  

	  
•  Faculty	  must	  choose	  whether	  or	  not	  to	  waive	  

Harvard’s	  prior	  license,	  and	  whether	  to	  deposit	  
their	  ar)cles	  in	  the	  repository,	  and	  are,	  in	  effect,	  
gradually	  “nudged”	  towards	  proac)ve	  rights	  
reten)on	  and	  self-‐archiving…but	  s)ll	  free	  to	  
publish	  where	  they	  like	  



License	  scenarios	  

•  If	  you	  publish	  in	  an	  open	  access	  (PLoS)	  or	  OA-‐
friendly	  journal,	  then	  no	  waiver	  or	  addendum	  
is	  needed	  

•  Otherwise,	  you	  must	  either	  use	  Harvard’s	  
addendum	  to	  retain	  self-‐archiving	  rights,	  or	  
obtain	  a	  waiver	  of	  Harvard’s	  prior	  non-‐
exclusive	  license	  in	  your	  work	  	  



Journal	  policies	  differ	  
•  Nature	  –	  Waiver	  required,	  but	  ok	  to	  self	  archive	  
pre-‐refereed	  work	  at	  any	  point	  and	  post-‐refereed	  
work	  six	  months	  aSer	  publica)on	  

•  Cell	  –	  Waiver	  required,	  but	  OK	  to	  place	  post-‐
refereed	  work	  on	  your	  website,	  not	  in	  Harvard’s	  
repository	  

•  Science	  –	  Waiver	  required,	  but	  OK	  to	  self-‐archive	  
post-‐refereed	  work	  	  

•  PNAS	  –	  Waiver	  required,	  but	  OK	  to	  self-‐archive	  
post-‐refereed	  work	  	  

•  PLoS	  –	  No	  waiver	  required	  



hZp://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/	  



How	  to	  comply	  –	  OSC	  website	  

suzanne_kriegsman@harvard.edu	  



Policy	  compliant	  publishers	  



Addendum	  &	  waiver	  generators	  



hZp://dash.harvard.edu	  
	  



Mediated	  deposits	  
-‐	  Open	  Access	  Fellows	  program	  
-‐	  Quick	  submit	  form:	  



	  
Mendeley:	  hZp://www.mendeley.com/	  
	  
Papers:	  hZp://www.mekentosj.com/
papers/	  
	  
ReadCube:	  hZp://www.readcube.com/	  
	  
Endnote:	  hZp://www.endnote.com	  
	  
Zotero:	  hZp://www.zotero.com	  
	  
ColWiz:	  hZp://colwiz.com	  

Many	  reference	  management	  pladorms	  ….	  
Upload	  to	  DASH	  from	  FAS	  faculty	  ac)vity	  report	  tool	  



DASH	  downloads	  



Embargoed,	  dark,	  and	  metadata-‐only	  
deposits	  

•  Create	  a	  )me-‐stamped	  ins)tu)onal	  record	  of	  
your	  scholarship	  

•  Establish	  intellectual	  precedence	  
•  Ar)cles	  deposited	  “dark”	  can	  be	  found	  based	  
on	  searches	  that	  hit	  not	  only	  the	  )tle	  and	  
abstract	  but	  also	  full	  text	  of	  the	  ar)cle	  	  

•  Preserve	  your,	  and	  the	  ins)tu)on’s,	  record	  of	  
scholarship	  



Compact	  for	  Open	  Access	  
Publishing	  Equity	  

•  The	  University	  commits	  to	  underwrite	  
ar)cle	  processing	  fees	  for	  (non	  hybrid)
open-‐access	  journal	  publica)on	  by	  its	  
faculty,	  when	  other	  funds	  are	  not	  
available,	  to	  cover	  the	  publisher	  costs	  
of:	  
– Peer	  review	  logisitcs:	  vevng,	  filtering,	  imprimatur	  
– Produc)on:	  copy-‐edi)ng,	  typesevng,	  graphic	  design,	  
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