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Publishing Strategies

Economics journals tend to be more similar to ratsciences journals than to social sciences.
An indicative list used by CREA makes it possilderank economic journals in three main
categories: top-level general-purpose journals .(eAmerican Economic Review,
Econometrica); high-level general-purpose journ@sgy. Journal of Monetary Economics,
Journal of Econometrics); high-level field journgésg. Journal of Economic Dynamics and
Control, Journal of Business and Economic Stasiftic

Journals published only electronically are alsonm@ grounds, but they are not yet as
important as they are in other fields, such as ederscience.

The first issue in defining a publishing strategyto pick an appropriate journal. A first
guestion is therefore whether it is better to aimganeral or field journals. It is always
advisable to aim high, even if this increases ittme-to-publication: institutions do usually take
this into account when evaluating young researct@f<ourse the selection also depends on
the type of paper, and as a general rule it isulisefconsider that the main references quoted in
the paper should appear on the journal to whiclp#per is submitted.

However, it is important to remark that it is uddfu have in one’s CV both types of journals,
and therefore display the ability to publish diéfet kinds of work. As for joint work, it is
nowadays well accepted, but it is still useful lEoahave papers alone or with coauthors of the
same cohort, as this signals that one is able tsupuan autonomous research agenda. Instead,
publishing in books (e.g. collections of conferepe@ers) should be avoided, especially at the
early stage of the career.

Papers should be submitted in a well-written foasthis increases dramatically the chances of
being published, especially for not-yet-known youwagearchers. Researchers should also take
into account that research articles should be evrith a way which is appealing to the journal
they are submitted to. A paper should be clear @altoe research question; why it is important
to address the topic; its contribution to the &tare (not being too defensive, and citing as most
as you can); which directions of future researgiaites the way for.

It is crucial to write a good abstract as well aslear and not too long introduction. As a
general rule, a paper can be considered well-writthen any researcher who has a quick look
on it is able to tell the results to her colleagues
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Of course, there is a considerable degree of randesin the whole process. To minimize the
risk it is useful not to focus completely on a $engubmitted paper but rather to keep pursuing
one’s research agendaep pedaling, otherwise you will fall

The reason for the length of the refereeing proégdbat in natural sciences results are not
checked formally, and the only thing that is eviddais the usefulness of the contribution.
Therefore, the difference is that in economics rddie communication is achieved via the
publication of working papers, and publication ojoarnal is a final evaluation of the quality
of the research. Consequence of this is that atsimg papers have to be written very well.
Publishing research results as a WP is also a gagdf avoiding other researchers to work on
your same topic. Related to this, it is very impattto make other researchers aware of what
you are doing, and RePEc is very useful for thippse.

Once a referee report is received, it is importasitto take the comments too seriously: after
all, one has to always bear in mind the paper hasma write, not that the referee wants! Well-
written replies to the points raised by refereas ajppropriately explain why some suggestions
were not included. This is even more importanthia tase of rejection: the comments of the
referees may indeed be useful, but future refemeps disagree: it would be like trying to hit a

moving target.

To minimize the risk of having destructive commeoismarginal parts of the paper, one may
want to write shorter papers, perhaps splittingpfueluct of one’s research into several papers.
However this strategy could be problematic for gunesearchers.

Refereeing Strategies

Refereeing is done for two different purposes: esaponand_competitionOn the cooperation
side, we do this to be aware of the current rebeigics in our field, to gain a reputation and
to contribute to the quality of the profession. tbe competition side, we have to remark that
one has to be fair in expressing judgments. Whéasraeing a paper, it is always advisable to
write a separate letter to the editor, in which @ma® also suggest to send the paper to a
different journal. In general, there are three fisdinal decisions:

1. The paper is good; go on with the suggestedawgments.
2. The paper is not a good contribution, reject.
3. The paper has potential but needs substantigmiraments.

The third level in a sense puts the issue in theddaf the editor and should be avoided if
possible.
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History

Martin Van Gelderen
Report by Valentina Fava

Max Weber Programme Academic Practice Workshop

“PUBLISHING STRATEGIES ANDREFEREEINGSTRATEGIES’

Summary Report

On Wednesday, 14 November 2005, 11.15-13.00 an eXoid Practice Workshop on
“Publishing Strategies and Refereeing Strategiegtacted by Professdfartin van Gelderen
European University Institute, took place in then@ence Room at Villa La Fonte. The
following Max Weber Fellows were present: Antonim@ani, Valentina Fava, Heather Jones,
Carmen Menchini, Misha Velizhev, Anastasia Stour&tof. Karin Tilmans and Dr. Arnout
Mertens were also present.

1. Introduction

Professor Van Gelderen decided to briefly introddice issue and to leave time for the
audience’s questions.

2. The publication of monographs and articles

Professor Van Gelderen suggested focusing on thécption of monographs because in the
historical discipline they tend to be still the uval outcome of a good research work or a
doctoral thesis. He announced a meeting to be gethby the end of January with Richard
Fisher, who is head of the social sciences and hiti@s branch of Cambridge University

Press.

Professor van Gelderen strongly recommended pufjsim English. He pointed out that
English language publications are necessary inraodégnd a job in English-speaking countries
and in order to be noticed by the English-speakitedemic world at large.

His talk made explicit reference to publishing &gies in English. His second point concerned
the choice of a publisher to address. He stressedrtportance of both the “hierarchy” among
publishers and the “distribution” factor, underlygimhow CUP, OUP, and in second rank,
Palgrave and Routledge are not only the most gieas publishers in the world but they also
guarantee the best distribution and diffusion efrthooks.

Prof. van Gelderen stressed, however, the impat¢hefpublishers’ marketing and business
strategies on the decision whether to accept a scaipti or not. This applies mainly to an
author’s first book.
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Despite the balance of the academic books’ madgent is always passive, the proposal of a
book must indicate clearly the “audience” the baokkely to appeal: the wider the audience in
term of disciplinary range, the greater the charafgsublication. In this regard, he suggested
sending the publishers manuscripts instead of hwokosals. He enlightened how once the
publisher has asked someone to read and evalwat®otk he has already made an investment
in the book and is unlikely to turn it down.

Professor van Gelderen stressed also that pulgistith prestigious publishers mean also to go
through a time-consuming process. The time lag éetwmhe submission of the proposal or
manuscript and the final exit in the book shops loarvery long, from one year and a half to
two years.

However, Professor van Gelderen suggestion ig/tour best to publish with those companies.
There is another comparative advantage which isqumity of the copy editor, which is
extremely high among the top publishers and exthermev, mainly done by the authors,
among the others.

Some questions concerned the problem of translatiooording to Martin van Gelderen, it is
better to avoid translation and no top publishelikisly to pay for translations either publish
“declared” translations. The problem of propertghts was raised, as well as the costs of
publication: the top publishers are not chargirgalthors for publishing their work; they give
the authors a decent numbers of free copies angmgerty rights. Finally they guarantee to
advertise the product world-wide, providing libesiwith copies. However, Professor van
Gelderen suggests once the book has been accemgedhrough a bargaining process.

Concerning the content of the book: the interndteztence of a book is one of the most

important points that referees tend to notice: ekbarganised as a collection of essays has not
much chance of being published, especially if tlssags have already been published
elsewhere. In this regard, he faced the issue ef phblication of articles, stressing the

importance of refereed journals.
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Law

Neil Walker
Report by Giesela Ruhl

Max Weber Programme Academic Practice Workshop

“PUBLISHING STRATEGIES ANDREFEREEINGSTRATEGIES’

Summary Report

On Wednesday, 14 November 2005, 9.30-11.15 am thg Weber Programme Academic
Practice Workshop on “Publishing Strategies andeRefng Strategies” for the Law Max
Weber Fellows conducted by Professtwil Walker European University Institute, took place
in the Conference Room of Villa La Fonte. From khax Weber FellowsHannes Hofmeister
Ming-Sung Kug Francesco MaianiEkaterina Mouliarova Roman Petrovand Giesela Rihl
were presentArthur Dyevreparticipated in the Workshop conducted by ProfieBster Mair,
European University Institute for the SPS Max Wdbeltows.

1. Introduction

Before going into the meritdeil Walker gave a brief overview of the structure of the
Workshop. He pointed out that he had had a loakvatybody’s CVs and Publications. Since
everybody had published before he had decidedongdistuss general publishing strategies but
to structure the Workshop around selected issudsnaost importantly dilemmas revolving
around publications.

2. Relationship of Academic Profile and Publications

The first issue thalNeil Walkerraised and discussed during the Workshop concetined
relationship of academic profile and publicatio®ointing to his experience both as a
supervisor and as a member of numerous selectioomdtees he underlined that it was of
highest importance to have a discernable and fllusicademic profile. In view of the
discernability he emphasized that everybody hamleatify or consciously choose his or her
own profile (generalist, single specialist, mukigpecialist, serial specialist). In view of the
plausibility he stressed that the profile had tweha logical connection to the publications
(published or work in progress). If the connectiwas not obvious to an outside observer he
recommended structuring the list of publicationsuad certain topics or to number the
publications and refer to these numbers when desgrihe academic profile.

3. Relationship of Books and Articles

The second issue thateil Walker focused on during the Workshop was the relationship
between the publication of monographs and the patitin of articles. He made clear that he
considered this relationship to be one of the eéndilemmas of legal publishing since
monographs and articles signalled different ab#itcrucial for academia: The publication of
monographs was usually regarded as a proof of sarass and the ability to serious research.
However, people usually would not read monographsrefore, they would usually not build
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reputation but rather strengthen the reputatiott bamewhere else. Articles, in contrast, were
considered as a proof of breadth. Since they wead by people they were the crucial element
for building up reputation. Against this backgroume@ recommended to strike a fair balance
between the publication of articles and the pubbbceof monographs. More specifically, he
suggested to link the publication of articles ahd publication of monographs by publishing
the main ideas in articles before publishing thenagwaph.

4. Relationship of Articlesand Collections

The third issue thaNeil Walker put on the agenda of the Workshop revolved aroined
relationship of articles in law journals and cdmitions to collections. In contrast to the
relationship of books and articles which he congderather difficult to definéNeil Walker
strongly recommended to go for articles in law j@als. Pointing to the economics and politics
of publishing he stressed that it was much morécdif and therefore more prestigious to
publish an article in a good journal than to cdmité to a collection. Since it had become easier
and easier to publish books, the last years hatessed a proliferation of collections leading to
decreased prestige of contributions to collections.

5. Language of Publications

The final issue thafNeil Walker raised during the Workshop concerned the langudge o
publications. Here, he strongly recommended toiphlih English since English had developed
into the lingua franca of legal academia in Eurode. pointed out that English language
publications were necessary in order to find aijpEnglish-speaking countries and in order to
be noticed by the English-speaking academic warldrge. At the same time, he rejected the
notion that publishingnly in English would constitute an advantage. He ragtieessed that
what is really needed is good proof of the abibityvriting scientific contributions in English.

6. Miscellaneous Questions

At the end of the Workshop the participants ras@dous questions. They revolved around the
value of textbooks and treatises, the publicatidn Max Weber Working Papers, the
relationships of electronic and print publicati@sswell as the problem of double submissions.
Neil Walkergave useful information and advice on all of thissees.



Publishing Strategies & Refereeing Practices — ddénber 2007

Social and Political Science

Peter Mair
Report by Stephanie Lee Mudge

Max Weber Programme Academic Practice Workshop

“PUBLISHING STRATEGIES ANDREFEREEINGSTRATEGIES’

Summary Report

This report details the content of, and offers beaxk on, the Academic Practice Workshop
(APW) on Publishing Strategies, which was giverPieger Mair for the SPS Max Weber
Fellows (and Arthur Dyevre, who attended the SRSisa because he has an interest in
publishing in social science journals). The preseport covers, first, the content of the session,
and then offers commentary and feedback (in thed faction).

I. Content of the session
A. Discussion of journal rankings and ‘impact fattmlculation
» can be found on the ISI Web of Knowledge
» the impact factor is based on current-year citattonarticles published in the last
two years. Journals are adapting to the use &eénfte of the measure — publishing
articles citing articles from own journal in lastd years (though this is not
necessarily an important consideration for revigwiitial article submissions).
Numbers are small, so the impact factor is veryimdable. [PM discussed, for
instance, hovieuropean Journal of Political Researshddenly became the #3
journal in political science in 2005 by changirgditation requirements for a data
supplement].
» Reviewers look for ‘citable’ articles - though tligsperhaps not as much an issue
for, say, top 3 journals. (So this is why writingewiew article is a good thing - PM
encouraged us to do this.)

B. Prestige hierarchy of publications (from leagtgbigious to most) [and also, categories for
listing things on your CV]:

5. Book reviews. PM encouraged us to only write book reviews ifythee going to be
positive — negative book reviews only make enenaed,in any case book reviews help
you very little in professional terms.

4. Conference papers. Obviously these don'’t count as publications, bettshow that you
are working on things/have things in the pipelirghews that you'’re in the game.

3. Working papers/online papers. These are increasingly a good idea, says PM. They
shouldn’t interfere with later journal publicatiohmong their virtues: they get feedback
right away, and allow you to copyright your idegght away (both can take a long time in
traditional journal publication). Working paperg aften widely read.

2. Book chapters. Articles are always better than book chaptersf g®re is a choice, opt
for article publication. The problem with book chexs is that they tend to not have much of
an impact because they're hidden—tucked away ok bin a library. If you do publish a
book chapter, make sure to put an online versioyoom website. [Also, PM mentioned
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here that if you write a handbook, like the SAGEdizooks, they should be listed on your
CV with book chapters.]

1. Journal articles. (including articles for special issues of journa@Bbviously, these are
most important. PM offered certain pointers andiglines:

a. Always, without fail, send your article to ONLY efournal at a time

b. Send it to the appropriate journal—this meansysjadrnals’ topics, and choose
the right one for your piece

c. Be realistic about the quality of your articlef lbon’t worry too much about
aiming too high. If you go for a top journal it Wirobably be rejected, but odds are
it will be rejected on the first try anywhere, anith a top journal you'll get very
good feedback/serious reviews

d. Appearance counts. The paper should be comphtth-references, tables,
conclusion, and abstract. It should look nice yol& and presentation; should look
finished. This is partly for the sake of the reése-you don’t want to alienate them.
Keep to the word limit (this becomes a little méiexible with a resubmission).

e. Always accept invitations to revise and resubiftiis means the door is half
open, and you should take advantage of that. Ifognit solve a problem that a
reviewer highlights, or if it's too difficult, footote it to that effect—indicate an
acknowledgment of the problem, indicate your awaserand offer some
suggestions on how you’ll address it in future agsk. When you resubmit, always
include a letter along with it. The letter shoukllgwlite; it should explain that you
found the reviews valuable and how you address slugigestions. Acknowledge the
referees in the revision.

f. In all correspondence with the journal, refereas @ditors; be polite, respectful
and prompt.

g. On special issues/editing special issues: evagtihd’s not peer-reviewed,
contributions to special issues are a good thimgbéng an editor of a special issue,
PM emphasized that this can be good because itsstimiyou are senior enough to
be involved/recognized as an authority, but you'tdget points for the article you
submit. In the early stage of your career, thislmaan important tradeoff. If you
write an introductory piece, PM recommends that geoid writing “introduction”

in the title.

I. Feedback and comments on the session

The participants generally agreed that the sessamvery informative, helpful and interesting.
We all appreciated Peter’s thoughtful efforts teaatte our knowledge of the publication
process. One participant suggested that commerdsspacific paper example might have been
useful — where everyone looks over a paper, angr Blegtn comments on where it might be a
good fit for publication, what changes would neeté¢ made for it to be submissible, etc. Also,
a couple participants agreed that it might haventhedpful for the presentation to cover both
sociology and political science journals and pudilan practices, rather than being restricted to
political science. This could perhaps be achiewethbluding a sociology faculty member in

the session as well.



