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What makes
you an

‘author’?

CRediT – Contributor Roles Taxonomy

•provides a more open, standardized and transparent 
approach to authorship
•ensures that all contributors receive appropriate credit 
for their work across all aspects of research including 
writing, data curation and statistical analysis
•enables Equality, Diversity and Inclusivity by recognising 
all contributors regardless of status or any other 
characteristic
•reduces ambiguity and potential conflicts regarding 
authorship 



CRediT roles
• Conceptualization
• Data curation
• Formal analysis
• Funding acquisition
• Investigation
• Methodology
• Project administration
• Software
• Resources
• Supervision
• Validation
• Visualization
• Writing – original draft
• Writing – review & editing

https://credit.niso.org/ 

http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/conceptualization/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/data-curation/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/formal-analysis/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/funding-acquisition/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/investigation/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/methodology/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/project-administration/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/software/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/resources/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/supervision/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/validation/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/visualization/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/writing-original-draft/
http://159.203.176.220/contributor-roles/writing-review-editing/
https://credit.niso.org/


Number and order of authors

• Social Sciences and Humanities: max. 3 authors

• Experimental and Health Sciences: to infinity and beyond

• Order of authors: shows how much each researcher contributed 
equally to the study, what they were responsible for, and how 
much credit they should get.

• The last author should be the lead PI, who has supervised, 
financed, or the main person responsible for the project

• Corresponding author: link between the journal and the authors



JCR – Access with fees (universities, etc.)



Which one is 
better: WoS or

Scopus?

• Complementary

• Scopus: wider list of sources. Implements

its own system of sources. Easy interface. 

• WoS: more comprehensive citation

system. Higher volume of data. 

• Both subdivide journals using quartiles, 

aimed to measure the quality (???) of

journals (and papers)



Source: https://rank.uva.es/2022/06/13/web-of-science-y-scopus-las-fuentes-de-los-rankings-universitarios/

https://rank.uva.es/2022/06/13/web-of-science-y-scopus-las-fuentes-de-los-rankings-universitarios/


Let’s inspect SJR
https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php 

https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php




Let’s now see JCR https://www.recursoscientificos.fecyt
.es/servicios/indices-de-impacto 

https://www.recursoscientificos.fecyt.es/servicios/indices-de-impacto
https://www.recursoscientificos.fecyt.es/servicios/indices-de-impacto


JCR



Why are 
the indices 
different?

JCR measures the citations of the 
last 2 years. All of them have the 
same weight and value. 

SJR measures the citations of the 
last 3 years and their value is 
weighed. The “figure” provided
depends on the position of the 
journal. 





Why all these 
metrics?





The perverse 
logic of the 
publishing 
system…



But careful… 



Source: https://predatoryjournals.org/

https://predatoryjournals.org/


How about books?!

https://spi.csic.es/indicadores/prestigio-editorial 

https://spi.csic.es/indicadores/prestigio-editorial


SPI Q1... always? 

Books as a byproduct of a conference (but not only)



What kind of 
books are 
they?

Jack of all trades, master of none

Poor copyediting/layout

Poor scientific quality (?!)

Variety in the extension of chapters

Peer review (or not even that)

Limited time to review chapters with very light 
criteria

Books with > 800 pages (or many books out of one 
conference). 



https://www.selloceaapq.es/ 

https://www.selloceaapq.es/


Quality? Quantity? Both?



Navigating a journal



Aspects to 
consider when 

choosing a 
journal

• Consistency when publishing (continuous vs issues)
• Blind peer-review (even open review!) (Publons - Scopus)
• Accomplishes norms and regulations (Latindex)
• Backed by a prestigious publishing house
• Stats: percentage of accepted and rejected papers
• Mean average of days to assign a paper to reviewers 
• Mean of average days until acceptance (from 3-4 months 

to 2 years!)
• Whether your paper cites articles or authors published in 

the same journal 
• Misconceptions
• Transparency (open data)
, etc. 





In-between (journals/ books with 
practical experiences and 

research)
(Murray, 2005, p. 41)

Academic (Recerca) Professional Both

Research Practice Study of practice 
generates new 
knowledge

Small audience Large audience Mixed

Values theory Values experience Researches 
experience



The case of RELC Journal



RELC Journal



RELC Journal



RELC Journal



RELC Journal



The case of Lenguaje y Textos



The case of Bellaterra Journal...



‘Paper’ types

• Books (monography)
• Books from PhD dissertations

• Book chapters
• Conference proceedings
• Books stemming from conferences, projects...

• And in journals (besides the ones we’ve seen): 
microarticles (2 pages), response articles, follow-ups, failed 
experiments, short notes (500-1000 words), state of the art, 
systematic reviews, research synthesis...



What does an editor do when s/he 
receives an article?



Didacticae: a not-so-randomly-
chosen academic journal



Before assigning reviewers

• Format, layout, extension, anonymous
• Topic (scope)  editorial board
• Research principles followed
• Quantitative (large enough pool, only one questionnaire --> out!)
• Qualitative: valid / meaningful
• Author (yes, I’m a bit selective): same authors, same journals / endogamy / 

COPE
• Plagiarism check
• Search for reviewers... who work for free! 



How much plagiarism is acceptable?



(Codina, 2020)



(Codina, 2020)



(Codina, 2020)



(Codina, 2020)



Urkund/ TurnItIn... 
Caught red-
handed!!!

























Choosing a reviewer



Publons profile: 
author



Publons profile: 
reviewer

What is an R score?

• The R-score is the average score a reviewer receives from editors. At the bottom of a 
completed review, you will see two brief rating scales – one for timeliness and one for quality 
assessment, on a scale from 1 to 3. Simply give your score for the review and click 
Save.  Each score a reviewer receives is collected and averaged to produce the overall R-
score. The R-score is attached to a person’s account, and can be used in reviewer searches 
and reports to find and determine the best reviewers in your site. You will get the most 
accurate R-score results if every editor in the site rates reviewers once they complete their 
reviews.



Reviewer’s 
recommendations

• Accept - No further revision required. The manuscript is 
publishable in its current form. The majority of articles 
require revision before reaching this stage.

• Minor Revision - A limited number of changes are required. 
Implies that the editors and reviewers feel the paper is 
publishable once their comments have been addressed.

Examples:

• Some re-writing is needed to address specific areas where 
the manuscript is ambiguous and requires clarity.

• Citations are appropriate but need revision i.e., these could 
be limited or excessive.

• Simple factual or numerical errors, which are easily resolved.

• Presentational issues with tables and figures i.e., incorrect 
labelling, missing arrows etc.

• Ethics and consent statements are present and appropriate, 
but need rewording for clarity.

• Minor language edits required i.e., repetitive statements, 
typos, spelling errors.

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/making-decisions

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/making-decisions


Reviewer’s 
recommendations

Major Revision – Substantial work is required prior to 
resubmission.
Examples:

• Substantial rewriting is required. Key elements are 
missing from the paper or not described in adequate 
detail, meaning the study is unreproducible and difficult 
to interpret.

• The reviewers have highlighted significant issues with the 
data and additional analysis, or reanalysis is needed.

• The reviewers have raised publication ethics concerns 
which need explanation i.e., if similar work has been 
published without the authors appropriately 
acknowledging or citing it.

• Lack of clarity regarding ethics approval or patient 
consent. We should have this information prior to review, 
but sometimes the reviewers raise concerns which 
warrant investigation.

• Substantial language edits are required.

• Extensive problems with figures & tables

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/making-decisions

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/making-decisions


Reviewers’ 
recommendations

• Resubmit to another journal: similar papers, not
interested, wrong scope, quantitative vs 
qualitative… 

• Reject – The manuscript is of insufficient quality, 
novelty or significance to warrant publication. Even 
when rejecting a paper, editors are encouraged to 
share suggestions for improvement in the decision 
letter.

Examples:

• If issues of quality, novelty and/or contribution 
cannot be addressed through revision

• Revisions made are insufficient.

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/making-decisions

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/making-decisions


What makes a 
good review?

• Reviewer comments are substantial for the first review 
(even if Minor Revision recommended) and any Major 
Revision recommendations.

• Reject recommendations don’t necessarily have to be 
substantial if there are fundamental errors/issues which 
have been noted by the reviewer.

• It provides an overview of the paper’s suitability for 
publication, followed by more detailed feedback.

• Ideally, the review should be easy to read and written in a 
logical order.

• The reviewers should list any specific edits (e.g. spelling) 
with a page and paragraph/line number.

• Will include the good points as well as bad, especially for 
Major Revisions, as authors will have a better idea of the 
aspects of the paper which are strong.

• Comments to the Editor don’t include any useful material 
for the authors that isn’t already in the Comments to the 
Authors.

• The reviewer agrees to review again….
https://us.sagepub.com/en-
us/nam/making-decisions

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/making-decisions
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/making-decisions


What makes a 
bad review?

• Vast majority of the time – any review that recommends 
Acceptance at first round review.

• Lacking detail at first review stage – even if the 
recommendation is for Minor Revisions, the reviewer 
should be able to justify why the paper is already 
suitable.

• Any major revisions without substantial detail and 
or/justification.

• When the overall recommendation doesn’t reflect the 
reviewer’s comments.

• Purely descriptive with no evaluation of content

• Reviewer asks authors to cite own papers with no 
justification

• Only grammatical/spelling changes requested.

• All aspects are rated very high or very low with no 
rationale behind.

https://us.sagepub.com/en-
us/nam/making-decisions

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/making-decisions
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/making-decisions


Editor’s 
decision



First 
decision… 
(System – Q1)



2nd decision 
Foreign 
Language 
Annals – Q1



3rd decision 
Revista 
Española de 
Lingüística 
Aplicada – Q1



4th decision… 
Minor 
revisions! –
Language 
Teaching for Young 
Learners – Q1 



What does a ‘Response Letter’ look like?













Hopefully…
Gesa, F., Miralpeix, I., & Suárez, M.M. 
(forthcoming). Extensive viewing in 
young English as a foreign language
learners: Do aptitude and vocabulary
size influence vocabulary learning?. 
Language Teaching for Young Learners. 



Then galleys…

• But before that, you can upload
the ‘postprint’ or even ‘preprint’ 
onto open access repositories like 
Zenodo, Mendeley (highly
recommended if journal requires
paid subscription)  FAIR 
principles.
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