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      [Co-Chair with Lisa Prato (Lowell Obs)]   

 
Where to publish:   arXiv versus refereed journals 

       which refereed journals 
 
General suggestions: submission mechanics 

       paper content & style 
 
Ethical questions:  how to avoid them 

       what to do when you spot trouble 
 
Concerns, frustrations:   please feel free to contact me: 

         chris@verdi.as.utexas.edu 



Why	not	simply	use	astro-ph?		Forget	journals?	
Pro:		 	fast	(1	day	usually) 	 	 	 	free	(at	least	now)	

	 	crowd-sourced	comments 	 	open	access	
	 	increases	cita=on	rate 	 	 	avoids	capricious	refereeing					

Con: 	sta=c	site	(only	pdfs,	etc.) 	 	zero	archive	guarantees	
	 	rela=vely	unregulated 	 	 	no	easily	understood	quality	control	
	 	no	version	control!!!! 	 	 	no	enforceable	cita=ons	
	 	variability	in	comments	

	

Ques6on: 	what	is	the	acceptance	rate	for	astronomy	refereed	journals?	

Ques6on: 	why	do	ins=tu=onal	administrators	hate	arXiv?	

Ques6on: 	what	is	the	aFtude	of	journal	editors	?	

Ques6on: 	the	magic	of	1400	US	Eastern	=me?		Why	should	you	care?		

Ques6on: 	why	are	conference	proceedings	paper	posted	to	arXiv?	
Ques6on: 	is	every	arXiv	submission	automa=cally	posted?	

	



When	to	post	to	astroph:		pre-	or	post-
acceptance	at	a	refereed	journal?	

http://www.astrobetter.com/to-post-or-not-to-post-publishing-to-the-arxiv-before-acceptance/ 
this is a large thread: 

It starts this 
way and 

goes on for a 
long time 



there	are	many	
journals	in	

astronomy;	most	
of	them	have	

limited	audiences	
and	impact	

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_astronomy_journals 
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the	“big”	
journals:	
which	is	
the	best?	

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Journal_Citation_Reports 

they also rank: 

cited half-life 

eigenfactor score 

article influence 

 

my conclusion: 
all of them 
 
decision on which 
to use only partly 
depends on 
perceived journal 
quality 
 



Three	new	kids	–	take	them	seriously	







journal	submission	process:	AAS	journals	example	
hUps://journals.aas.org/manuscript-prepara=on/	

All	electronic	now:	
q  	at	least	normal	papers!	
q  	maybe	paper	ones	could	be	scanned,	but	$$	to	authors	

Editor-in-Chief	Ethan	Vishniac	assigns	to	“portals”	or	“streams”	
	
Stream	leaders	assign	to	individual	scien=fic	editors	

q  manuscript	usually	in	scien=fic	field	of	SE 		
q  one	referee	usually	
q  what	are	arguments	pro/con	here?	
q  Nature,	Science	vs.	MNRAS,	A&Ap,	ApJ,	AJ 		
q  why	some=mes	two	referees	at	once?	

Referee	requested	to	review	within	4	weeks	
What	is	total	6mescale	for	the	review	process?	



authors	versus	editors	and	referees:		
ini=al	submission	

Can	you	avoid	certain	scien=fic	editors?	
q  		yes,	with	an	explana=on	to	the	editor-in-chief	
q  		must	be	a	reasonable	request	
Can	you	ask	to	avoid	certain	referees?	
q 				compe==on	with	another	group?	
q 				compe==on	on	same	data	set	(!)?	
q 				showing	that	a	past	result	of	possible	referee	is	wrong?	
q 				personal	conflict		(many	types	of	this)?	
q 				belief	that	en=re	country/ins=tu=on/race(!)/gender(!)	is	biased?	
Can	you	specifically	request	certain	referees?	
q  	usually	no:	editors	suspect	self-interest	
q 				think:		basketball,	where	coaches	verbally	“work	the	referees”	
q 				some=mes	yes	
Can	you	write	a	cover	leUer	in	which	you	describe	why	your	work	
should	be	published?	
Can	you	write	a	cover	leUer	asking	the	referee	specific	ques=ons?	
	



how	poten=al	referees	are	chosen	
(This	is	how	I	did	it	for	ApJ	LeEers)	
	
“read”	the	paper	

	especially	=tle,	abstract,	introduc=on,	conclusions,	figures	
	
“imagine”	other	experts	in	the	field	

	what	is	“field”?		Example	from	me:			
“Improved	Co	I	log(gf)	Values	and	Abundance	Determina6ons	in	
the	Photospheres	of	the	Sun	and	Metal-poor	Star	HD	84937”,	by	
J.	E.	Lawler,	C.	Sneden,	J.	J.	Cowan,	2015,	ApJS,	220,	13	
	
referees	from	(a)	atomic	physics;	(b)	stellar	chemical	composi=on;	
(c)	solar	spectroscopy;	(d)	metal-poor	stars;	(e)	Galac=c	chemical	
evolu=on,	...	

		



how	poten=al	referees	are	chosen	
(This	is	how	I	did	it	for	ApJ	LeEers)	
	
look	for	poten=al	problems	in	the	paper:	

	conflict	with	previous	results	
	
consult	with	databases:	

	ADS	abstract	service	
	SIMBAD,	NED,	...	

	
In	any	way	possible,	try	to:	
•  	 determine	whether	the	poten=al	referee	is	an	expert	here	
•  	 determine	whether	that	referee	has	been	used	too	oeen	
•  	 guess	whether	there	are	nega=ve	conflicts	of	interest	
•  	 guess	whether	there	are	posi=ve	conflicts	of	interest	



should	a	poten=al	referee	always	accept	an	
invita=on	to	review	a	paper	

Usually	yes	...	HEY!!!		This	is	really	part	of	your	career	as	a	
professional	astronomer!!!!	
	
some=mes	no:	
q  (legi=mately)	too	busy	...	not	just	a	selfish	excuse	
q  heavy	travel	...	teaching	...	personal	=me	conflict	
q  nega=ve	or	posi=ve	conflict	of	interest	with	paper	
q  unhappy	previous	interac=ons	with	authors	
q  compe=ng	journal	submission	
q  collabora=on	with		
q  (believable)	lack	of	familiarity	with	the	subject	
q  other	condi=on	in	which	you	feel	that	you	could	not	be	neutral	&	fair	
	
If	no,	editors	always	appreciate	sugges=ons	of	alternate	referees	
	
Editors	always	appreciate	sugges=ons	of	young	referee	names	

		



authors	versus	editors	and	referees:		
receipt	of	review	

Do	editors	always	transmit	the	exact	report	of	referee	to	authors?	
	
Should	referees’	names	be	given	to	authors?	
	
Do	editors	tell	referees	and	authors	the	same	informa=on?	
q  	what	if	editor	does	not	really	like	the	paper	at	the	beginning?	
q  	what	if	referee	demands	changes?	
q  	what	if	referee	reveals	too	much	about	himself/herself	
q  	what	power	does	the	editor	have?	
q  		OK,	technically	a	difference	between	SEs	and	the	Editor-in-Chief	

What	if	editor	does	not	like	review?	
	
Why	do	editors	like	plain-text	reviews?	

		



authors	versus	editors	and	referees:		
editor’s	cover	leUer	on	review	

What	typically	is	the	aFtude	of	an	editor?		two	styles:	
q  	passive	
q  	interac=ve	
	
Yes,	I	used	templates	for	my	leUers:	
q 				hey,	give	me	a	break!		On	average,	I	got	5	new	papers/day	
q 				to	authors:	very	posi=ve,	posi=ve,	neutral,	nega=ve,	very	nega=ve	templates	
q 	 	But	I	would	modify	these	templates	in	lots	of	ways	
q 				to	referees:	I	will	send	revision	back	to	you;	I’ll	accept	revision;	I’ll	get		
														a	second	opinion;	or	other	templates	
q 				these	templates	also	oeen	altered	
q 				longest	review?		shortest?	
	
	



authors	versus	editors	and	referees:		
ac=ons	of	the	author	

First	rule:		the	referee	is	always	right!	
Second	rule:		if	the	referee	is	wrong,	the	referee	is	s6ll	right!	
	
Authors	MUST	respond	to	all	aspects	of	the	review	
q  	what	ac=on	by	editor	if	the	authors	do	not	respond	adequately?	
q  	what	does	“respond”	mean?	
q  	what	can	editors	do	with	author	responses?	
	
Authors	must	respond	in	a	=mely	manner	
q  	different	=mescales	for	Part	1	and	LeUers	
	
Authors	must	respond	clearly!	
q  	what	if	they	agree	with	referee?	
q  	what	if	they	disagree	partly?	completely?	
q 				don’t	make	the	editor/referee	work	to	find	your	paper	changes!	

q 	oeen	I	would	simply	send	the	revision	back	to	the	author	
		
		
		



authors	versus	editors	and	referees:		
review	cycle	itera=ons	

perhaps	many	cycles	
q  	are	papers	always	sent	back	to	referee?	
	 	 	(I	knew	what	I	would	do	but	oeen	didn’t	tell	author/ref)	
q 				can	authors	request	that	editor	make	judgment	in	a	dispute?	

	 	(not	usually	a	good	idea!)	
	
can	authors	change	scien=fic	editors?	

	 	very	rare;	“special”	circumstances	
	
cross-talk	between	ApJ	Part	1	and	LeUers?	
	
bringing	in	a	second	referee	
q  	mandatory?			
q  	“rules	of	the	game?”	
	



some	refereeing	
advice	



some	refereeing	
advice	



manuscript	styles	&	details	
figure	formats	are	some=mes	a	problem	

	at	ApJ	these	are	worked	out	before	refereeing	
	some=mes	significant	delays	in	submission	process	
		

journal	style	overrides	author	wishes	
	cita=ons,	spelling	(!),	table	formats	

	
tabular	material	on-line	different	for	each	journal	

	oeen	I	like	A&Ap,	some=mes	ApJ	style	
	ApJ/AJ	has	people	(Greg	Schwartz,	August	Munch)	for	this	

	
ApJ/ApJL/ApJS/AJ/PSJ	author	charges:	

	yes,	relevant	for	you!	
	I	have	zero	apology	for	journal	author	charges	
	 	the	$$	must	come	from	some	place!	





what	did	I	learn	from	reading	~11,000		
ApJ	LeUers	submissions?	

The very best extensive summary of the art of 
making scientific papers: Christiaan Sterken 

Direct quotes from his papers will be in blue 



WRITING	A	PAPER	THAT	ANYONE	WANTS	TO	READ	
Before	wri=ng:	fundamental	ques=ons	about	WHY	

To be of true service to humanity, science must be an exquisite 
blend of data, theory, and narrative. …  I do far more than summarize 
conclusions already neatly stored in my mind.  Rather, the writing 
process is where I carry out the final comprehension, analysis, and 
synthesis of my results. … we write to be read – and not to be cited 
as a first purpose. 

Why do some young and old astronomers have so much trouble 
writing papers?  I have seen multiple real examples of these problems, 
as told to me by very slow authors: 
 
Ø  It takes a lot of (sometimes boring) work! 
Ø  If the research isn’t perfect, it should not be published 
Ø  The paper must be written in English 
Ø  Once a paper is published, it can be criticized 
Ø  Problems with collaborators/coauthors 
Ø  No funds to pay for the publication 
Ø  Desire not to publicly critize someone else’s work 



Mo=va=ons	to	publish:		good	and	bad	
Ø  Because I want to report new scientific results and get the credit 

Ø  Probably the best reason 
Ø  Credit is sometimes hard to get immediately 

Ø  this is a very good part of astro-ph 
Ø  Over many years, credit builds slowly but steadily for good people 

Ø  Because I need a job, a promotion, or a grant 
Ø  Economic necessity is powerful 
Ø  Can someone keep this motivation active for many years? 
Ø  Often leads to small and uninteresting “serial” papers 

Ø  Because I want to achieve [astrophysical] social climbing by being 
visible in ADS 
Ø  This is a terrible reason; see comments on astro-ph 
Ø  It can easily lead to ethical problems 
Ø  Visible short-term or long-term? 
Ø  It is very easy to write many papers that few other people will read 

Ø  Because I am traveling, and papering is the only way to cover my 
travel costs 
Ø  This should be irrelevant to refereed-journal publications 
Ø  Extremely important to some people attending conferences 

Ø  Especially those in third-world countries 



Paper	structure	
Most scientific papers have a very similar structure in a well-tried format 
suitable to efficiently transfer facts and interpretations of facts. Papers are 
mostly organized in Sections according to the so-called IMRaD model, 
where the acronym stands for Introduction, Methods (observations, 
computation, theory), Results and Discussion (and Conclusions). … The 
goal of a scientific paper is not to impress the readers by poetic language 
but to transfer facts and new insights are lucidly as possible. 

Ø  Yes, we do write papers “by formula” 
Ø  It is less work for the reader 
Ø  It is less confusing to write a paper in a “linear” style 
Ø  A very difficult part is to make a paper similar in style to your other 

papers but not to simply copy large parts of previous papers 
Ø  The opening (title, authors, abstract) are critical 

Ø  Most people do not “browse” a whole journal issue any more 
Ø  The favorite  



The	=tle:		more	important	than	you	think	
q 		be	specific,	brief,	and	interes=ng	to	poten=al	readers	
q 		don’t	aUack	anyone	else;	never,	never,	never	
q 		don’t	be	funny	(jokes	will	only	be	understood	by	a	few	readers)	
q 		try	to	avoid	ques=ons	in	the	=tle	
q 		ADS	readers	should	able	to	figure	out	if	they	want	to	click	
q 		big	claims	will	bring	aUen=on	to	you;	that	is	not	always	good	
q 		only	put	things	in	=tles	that	the	paper	actually	addresses!	

Your	name	in	the	author	list:	don’t	confuse	
q 		pick	a	clear,	consistent	way	to	iden=fy	yourself	in	your	papers	
q 		used	ORCID		(Open Researcher and Contributor ID)	
q 		double	last	names	and	hyphenated	names:	write	always	the	same	way	
q 	authors	in	major	journals	can	write	names	in	their	own	character	sets		
q 		gender	rules	should	never	be	set	by	the	journal;	you	pick	how	you	wish	

	to	be	iden=fied;	keep	that	way	for	maximum	iden=ty	in	the	literature	
q 		no=fy	ADS	if	you	change	your	name	so	that	both	names	can	be	linked	



Mul=ple	authorships:	who	should	be	in	the	list	
The guideline is that authorship should be based solely on substantial contributions 
to: 

 (1) Conception and design, or acquisition of data, or analysis and   
 interpretation of data 
 (2) Drafting the article or revising it critically for important intellectual content 
 (2) final approval of the version to be published 

I believe that all three conditions must be met to be an author. 
 
Any part of an article critical to its main conclusions must be the responsibility of at 
least one author 
 
Who should maybe not be an author? 

 (1) a “service” observer at VLT, Keck, … 
 (2) the author of a code that is freely available  
   e.g. http://www.as.utexas.edu/~chris/moog 
 (3) honorary authors (good friends, very senior authors, leaders of    
 institutes, people who inspired you to study this area, … 

 
In other words, each author should be a real contributor to the paper 



Should	you	be	an	author,	and	author	order	
Avoiding inclusion of gratuitous coauthors, evidently, also applies to 
yourself on other people’s papers: exclude yourself if you have not 
contributed to a paper for which you invited to sign as coauthor – although 
it must be recognized that the rising trend of papers with dozens of authors 
does not make such decision easy. Small teams do sometimes work with a 
kind of reciprocity, i.e., mutual exchange of participation in each other’s 
papers. This is a habit to avoid because you may end up disappointed 
(reciprocity is not always guaranteed and is often forgotten), and you may 
even be blamed for grave errors. 

Ø  I hate alphabetical author lists!  (example: Alcock et al.) 
Ø  All authors should talk about author order and agree in a friendly way 
Ø  The corresponding author should really be in charge of the paper 

   (corresponding author is not necessarily first author) 
Ø  I normally put the graduate (or undergraduate!) student as first author if 

he/she has made major contributions to the paper 
   (even if I closely guided the work of a very new student) 

Ø  Senior authors with permanent positions should put themselves at the 
end of author lists (just my opinion!) 



Mega-author	papers:		what	does	author	mean?	
Abdo	et	al.	(454	authors):	ApJ,	2011,	727,	129	

The Astrophysical Journal, 727:129 (26pp), 2011 February 1 doi:10.1088/0004-637X/727/2/129
C⃝ 2011. The American Astronomical Society. All rights reserved. Printed in the U.S.A.

INSIGHTS INTO THE HIGH-ENERGY γ -RAY EMISSION OF MARKARIAN 501 FROM EXTENSIVE
MULTIFREQUENCY OBSERVATIONS IN THE FERMI ERA

A. A. Abdo1,2, M. Ackermann3, M. Ajello3, A. Allafort3, L. Baldini4, J. Ballet5, G. Barbiellini6,7, M. G. Baring8,
D. Bastieri9,10, K. Bechtol3, R. Bellazzini4, B. Berenji3, R. D. Blandford3, E. D. Bloom3, E. Bonamente11,12,

A. W. Borgland3, A. Bouvier3, T. J. Brandt13,14, J. Bregeon4, A. Brez4, M. Brigida15,16, P. Bruel17, R. Buehler3,
S. Buson9,10, G. A. Caliandro18, R. A. Cameron3, A. Cannon19,20, P. A. Caraveo21, S. Carrigan10, J. M. Casandjian5,

E. Cavazzuti22, C. Cecchi11,12, Ö. Çelik19,23,24, E. Charles3, A. Chekhtman1,25, C. C. Cheung1,2, J. Chiang3, S. Ciprini12,
R. Claus3, J. Cohen-Tanugi26, J. Conrad27,28,133, S. Cutini22, C. D. Dermer1, F. de Palma15,16, E. do Couto e Silva3,

P. S. Drell3, R. Dubois3, D. Dumora29, C. Favuzzi15,16, S. J. Fegan17, E. C. Ferrara19, W. B. Focke3, P. Fortin17,
M. Frailis30,31, L. Fuhrmann32, Y. Fukazawa33, S. Funk3, P. Fusco15,16, F. Gargano16, D. Gasparrini22, N. Gehrels19,

S. Germani11,12, N. Giglietto15,16, F. Giordano15,16, M. Giroletti34, T. Glanzman3, G. Godfrey3, I. A. Grenier5,
L. Guillemot29,32, S. Guiriec35, M. Hayashida3, E. Hays19, D. Horan17, R. E. Hughes14, G. Jóhannesson3, A. S. Johnson3,

W. N. Johnson1, M. Kadler23,36,37,38, T. Kamae3, H. Katagiri33, J. Kataoka39, J. Knödlseder13, M. Kuss4, J. Lande3,
L. Latronico4, S.-H. Lee3, M. Lemoine-Goumard29, F. Longo6,7, F. Loparco15,16, B. Lott29, M. N. Lovellette1,
P. Lubrano11,12, G. M. Madejski3, A. Makeev1,25, W. Max-Moerbeck40, M. N. Mazziotta16, J. E. McEnery19,41,

J. Mehault26, P. F. Michelson3, W. Mitthumsiri3, T. Mizuno33, A. A. Moiseev23,41, C. Monte15,16, M. E. Monzani3,
A. Morselli42, I. V. Moskalenko3, S. Murgia3, M. Naumann-Godo5, S. Nishino33, P. L. Nolan3, J. P. Norris43, E. Nuss26,
T. Ohsugi44, A. Okumura45, N. Omodei3, E. Orlando46, J. F. Ormes43, D. Paneque3,47,134, J. H. Panetta3, D. Parent1,25,
V. Pavlidou40, T. J. Pearson40, V. Pelassa26, M. Pepe11,12, M. Pesce-Rollins4, F. Piron26, T. A. Porter3, S. Rainò15,16,

R. Rando9,10, M. Razzano4, A. Readhead40, A. Reimer3,48, O. Reimer3,48, J. L. Richards40, J. Ripken27,28, S. Ritz49,
M. Roth50, H. F.-W. Sadrozinski49, D. Sanchez17, A. Sander14, J. D. Scargle51, C. Sgrò4, E. J. Siskind52, P. D. Smith14,

G. Spandre4, P. Spinelli15,16, Ł. Stawarz45,53,134, M. Stevenson40, M. S. Strickman1, K. V. Sokolovsky32,54, D. J. Suson55,
H. Takahashi44, T. Takahashi45, T. Tanaka3, J. B. Thayer3, J. G. Thayer3, D. J. Thompson19, L. Tibaldo5,9,10,135,

D. F. Torres18,56, G. Tosti11,12, A. Tramacere3,57,58, Y. Uchiyama3, T. L. Usher3, J. Vandenbroucke3, V. Vasileiou23,24,
N. Vilchez13, V. Vitale42,59, A. P. Waite3, P. Wang3, A. E. Wehrle60, B. L. Winer14, K. S. Wood1, Z. Yang27,28,

T. Ylinen28,61,62, J. A. Zensus32, M. Ziegler49

(The Fermi-LAT collaboration)
J. Aleksić63, L. A. Antonelli64, P. Antoranz65, M. Backes66, J. A. Barrio67, J. Becerra González68,69, W. Bednarek70,

A. Berdyugin71, K. Berger69, E. Bernardini72, A. Biland73, O. Blanch63, R. K. Bock47, A. Boller73, G. Bonnoli64,
P. Bordas74, D. Borla Tridon47, V. Bosch-Ramon74, D. Bose67, I. Braun73, T. Bretz75, M. Camara67, E. Carmona47,
A. Carosi64, P. Colin47, E. Colombo68, J. L. Contreras67, J. Cortina63, S. Covino64, F. Dazzi30,136, A. de Angelis30,

E. De Cea del Pozo18, B. De Lotto76, M. De Maria76, F. De Sabata76, C. Delgado Mendez68,77, A. Diago Ortega68,69,
M. Doert66, A. Domı́nguez78, D. Dominis Prester79, D. Dorner73, M. Doro9,10, D. Elsaesser75, D. Ferenc79, M.
V. Fonseca67, L. Font80, R. J. Garcı́a López68,69, M. Garczarczyk68, M. Gaug68, G. Giavitto63, N. Godinovi79,

D. Hadasch18, A. Herrero68,69, D. Hildebrand73, D. Höhne-Mönch75, J. Hose47, D. Hrupec79, T. Jogler47, S. Klepser63,
T. Krähenbühl73, D. Kranich73, J. Krause47, A. La Barbera64, E. Leonardo65, E. Lindfors71, S. Lombardi9,10, M. López9,10,

E. Lorenz73,47, P. Majumdar72, E. Makariev81, G. Maneva81, N. Mankuzhiyil30, K. Mannheim75, L. Maraschi82,
M. Mariotti9,10, M. Martı́nez63, D. Mazin63, M. Meucci65, J. M. Miranda65, R. Mirzoyan47, H. Miyamoto47, J. Moldón74,
A. Moralejo63, D. Nieto67, K. Nilsson71, R. Orito47, I. Oya67, R. Paoletti65, J. M. Paredes74, S. Partini65, M. Pasanen71,

F. Pauss73, R. G. Pegna65, M. A. Perez-Torres78, M. Persic30,83, J. Peruzzo9,10, J. Pochon68, P. G. Prada Moroni65,
F. Prada78, E. Prandini9,10, N. Puchades63, I. Puljak79, T. Reichardt63, R. Reinthal71, W. Rhode66, M. Ribó74, J. Rico56,63,
M. Rissi73, S. Rügamer75, A. Saggion9,10, K. Saito47, T. Y. Saito47, M. Salvati64, M. Sánchez-Conde68,69, K. Satalecka72,
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English	is	a	very	
confusing	language!	

16 Scientific Writing for Young Astronomers

Table 1. Groups of words that look like synonyms, but are often incorrectly used.

error, uncertainty, mistake, defect, flaw, blunder scatter, noise
dimension, size, extent, extension trend, pattern
regression, correlation, fit chance, probability
confidence, significance amplitude, range, power
standard star, comparison star flux, intensity, luminosity
seeing, scintillation, scattering precision, accuracy
color index, filter, passband, color robust, stable
standard, classic, normal, default parameter, variable, estimate
misbehavior, misconduct, misdemeanor symmetry, isotropy
define, postulate, speculate bias, residual
parameter, observable, factor minimum, lower bound
colloquium, symposium, conference maximum, upper bound
presentation, talk, lecture, seminar, class typeface, font, type
supervisor, mentor, coach, patron, boss, sponsor retention, secretiveness
do, perform, conduct, carry out great, large, big
period, frequency, mode, harmonic simple, elegant, elementary
fact, observation, measurement randomness, entropy, chaos
model, doctrine, theory, hypothesis, mechanism duplication, redundancy
supposition, proposition, assumption, premiss mean, average
example, metaphor, conjecture consideration, thought
prove, claim, maintain, demonstrate, verify, contend invention, discovery, insight
assert, avow, support, advise, suggest, establish significant, relevant
predict, anticipate, forecast, foresee whole, complete, entire
instructions, guidelines, requirements, rules mention, cite, quote, refer
calculate, compute, reckon, count emulate, simulate
authenticity, integrity, honesty code, algorithm, program
expect, believe, suppose, estimate, guess, think intercept, zero point
excellent, good, satisfactory, acceptable, sound pleasing, dependable
tutorial, guide, manual, treatise, memoir manuscript, paper, text
absolute, relative, differential ask, suggest, recommend
explain, understand, apprehend, comprehend inconceivable, impossible
confirm, affirm, corroborate, validate induce, conclude
entail, implicate, impose, imply luck, chance, serendipity
enormous, immense, indefinite, infinite, innumerable refute, overthrow
copyright infringement, (self-)plagiarism, paraphrase repeat, replicate
jargon, terminology, nomenclature construe, interpret
capture, acquire, sample analyze, reduce, process
discern, distinguish, recognize, scrutinize utilize, use, apply
invent, contrive, formulate, imagine, devise revise, review, referee Sterken 2011, paper 1 

Be very careful with translation, and never 
write your paper first in your native lan- 
guage for translation afterwards (by 
yourself, or by a friend): there is a real 
danger that the translation process 
changes your message. 

Ø  No excuse for spelling mistakes 
Ø  No excuse for bad English if a co-

author is a native English speaker 
Ø  Use a dictionary 
Ø  Don’t be afraid to ask for help! 

“The difference between the almost right 
word & the right word is really a large 
matter--it's the difference between the 
lightning bug and the lightning.” – Mark 
Twain 



Paper	Abstract	
1.  WHY was this research undertaken, and what is the objective of 

this study;  
2.  HOW did you do the research (observations, theory, 

calculations)  
3.  3. WHAT are the new results, and what do these new results 

mean,	
q  	be	simple	(ApJ	has	250-word	limit)	
q  	“one	sentence”	on	why	the	problem	is	interes=ng 		
q  		just	tell	what	you	did	
q  		“one	sentence”	on	the	implica=ons	
q  		A&Ap	recommends	“structured”	abstracts:	

(see the editorial published by Bertout & Schneider 2005). Just like a traditional 
abstract, a structured abstract summarizes the content of the paper, but it does 
make the structure of the article explicit and visible. For doing so, the structured 
abstract uses headings that de- fine several short paragraphs. Three paragraphs, 
entitled Aims, Methods and Results, are mandatory. When appropriate, the 
structured abstract may use an introductory paragraph entitled Context, and a final 
paragraph entitled Conclusions. 



Paper	introduc=on	

q  introduce,	don’t	argue	
q  Introduce,	don’t	conclude	
q  Remember,	you	are	trying	to	get	the	reader	interested	in	your	paper	
q 		first	paragraph:		talk	about	“the	universe”	
q 		discuss	briefly	the	background		

q 	just	enough	that	the	non-specialist	can	understand	the	subject	
q 		too	many	cita=ons	are	as	bad	as	too	few	cita=ons	
q 		give	a	simple	reason	why	you	did	this	study	
q 		what	good	will	come	by	aUacking	other	people	here?	

q 	or	in	any	other	part	of	your	paper?	
q 		don’t	kill	the	interest	with	acronyms	
q 		no,	not	everyone	knows	COROT	from	Kepler	from	…	
q 		last	paragraph:		OK	to	say	what	is	in	each	sec=on,	but	not	necessary	
q 		make	sure	that	the	introduc=on	is	not	a	very	large	part	of	the	paper!	
q 		everyone’s	wri=ng	style	is	different,	but	take	great	care	here	



what	have	I	learned,	con=nued:	
	EITHER:	observa6ons/reduc6ons	sec6on	

q  	give	all	relevant	observa=onal	parameters	
q 		many	people	forget	that	there	are	lots	of	photometric	systems	
q 		field	sizes	of	images,	spectral	resolving	power	(OFTEN	these	simple	

	things	are	missing)	
q 		don’t	spend	a	lot	of	text	on	reduc=ons	unless	there	is	cri=cal	

	informa=on	(I	do	understand	that	IRAF	made	you	suffer	…)	
	
OR:		theore6cal	methods	sec6on	

q 				your	own	methodology?	
q 		why	was	it	necessary	(did	you	reinvent	the	wheel?) 		
q 		REALLY	what	are	its	assump=ons	
q 		no	free	parameters?		Sure,	sure,	I’ll	just	trust	you	on	this	…	

q 	modifica=on	of	someone	else’s	methodology?	
q 		this	is	a	BIG	problem;	have	you	done	anything	new?	
q 		how	did	you	really	check	your	methodology?	
q 		can	someone	else	figure	out	your	method,	and	reproduce	it	



what	have	I	learned,	con=nued:	

Results	sec6on	
q  	just	give	the	results!	

q 		don’t	confuse	this	with	“discussion”	or	“implica=ons”	
q 		many	people	will	skip	from	the	introduc=on	to	this	sec=on;		

	work	hard	on	clarity	here	
q 		this	is	usually	where	the	most	useful	tabular	informa=on	is	put		
q 		numbers	here	must	be	trace-able	back	to	previous	material		
	
Discussion	

q 				yes,	you	can	speculate	
q 		don’t	make	the	fun	ideas	obscure	your	results	
q 		here	is	where	you	can	put	the	rest	of	the	needed	cita=ons		
q 		keep	the	specula=on	“in	bounds”,	anchored	to	your	work	
q 		don’t	ramble	on	indefinitely	



Figures,	etc.	
Figures	
q 		these	tell	your	story	

q 		problems:	=ny	fonts,	thin	lines,	too	many	lines,	confusing	axes	
q 		color?		very	cool,	but	7%	of	men	are	color-blind;	be	clear	
q 		silly	color	(one	straight	line	in	red	…)	
q 		color	in	print?		I	would	not	worry	about	this	at	all	
q 		too	many	panels	in	mul=-panel	figures	(even	in	electronic	era)	
q 		why	do	we	need	to	see	every	spectrum	or	every	simula=on?	
	

Layout	
q 		obscure	or	non-existent	sec=oning	
q 		too	many	=ny	sec=ons	
q 		improper	cita=on/bibliography	format	
q 		bad	spelling	(no	excuse	here)	
q 		confusing	grammar	

q 		no,	scien=fic	editors	NEVER	fix	this	
q 		mostly	this	is	not	a	na=ve-language	problem;	you	are	confused	scien4fically	



A	helpful	warning	list	from	Sterken	

Ø  using software that you have not mastered, and letting its wizard take over 
referring to Figures and Tables that are not included in the text; 

Ø  including Figures and Tables to which you do not refer in the text; 
Ø  placing Figures and Tables out of order, or too far away from the discussion; 
Ø thin lines; 
Ø unlabeled axes; 
Ø too small text labels; 
Ø  using a medley of fonts; 
Ø  errors in textual elements, to be avoided by copy & paste instead of retyping;  
Ø  wasting valuable space, especially white space around Figures;  
Ø poor contrast with background, resulting in invisible 

labels;  
Ø  mixing 1- and 2-column graphics on the same page;  
Ø  destroying artwork by sloppy digitization;  
Ø  undocumented image enhancement that manipulates the image towards an 

aesthetically pleasing result at the cost of data fidelity;  
Ø  bad multipliers on axes;  



The	“don’ts”	of	graphics	from	Sterken	(cont)	

Ø inconsistent design of graphics in a multi-authored 
paper;  

Ø  using all capitals in axis titles and legends;  
Ø omission of units of measure;  
Ø  ticks interfering with the data;  
Ø  mixing decimal dots and commas in graph labels and in tabular entries;  
Ø  fake perspectives;  
Ø  omission of axes;  
Ø  using color only for data separation (a fatal error in research-grant applications);  
Ø  too dense axis labels;  
Ø  varying zoom percentages;  
Ø  needless resampling of images to fit the size planned for print;  
Ø  image rotations that involve resampling;  
Ø  3-D graphics where the extra dimension is not needed, and  
Ø  bending the rules of statistics to prove your point.  



how	about	using	material	that	others	have	wriUen?	



how	about	reusing	other	published	stuff?	

I have a simpler question:  why do you want to do this? 
 
The typical attempt will involve copying a figure from another paper 
 
The procedure is complicated 
 
What is it that you are trying to show?  Your work is supposed to be new. 



Plagiarism		(site	for	students	but	generally	good	
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Ethical	Issues:		misconduct	
‘Figures often beguile me, particularly when I have the arranging of them 
myself; in which case the remark attributed to Disraeli would often apply with 
justice and force: "There are three kinds of lies: lies, damned lies and 
statistics.”’ – Mark Twain 

RESEARCHER MISCONDUCT 
Ø  Amplification of work 
Ø  Secrecy and secretiveness 
Ø  Forging 
Ø  Trimming 
Ø  Cooking 
Ø  Data Manipulation 
Ø  Image Manipulation 

AUTHOR MISCONDUCT 
Ø  Lying about publication status 
Ø  Cascade submissions 
Ø  Omitting author names 
Ø  Incorrect authorship order 
Ø  Adding noncontributing authors 
Ø  Refusal to accept responsibility 
Ø  Abusing the refereer 
Ø  Misqoutation, mis-citation 
Ø  Hoaxes 
Ø  Copyright infringement 
Ø  Plagarism 
Ø  Dual and redundant publications 

Sterken (2011) paper 3: types of 
“misconduct” 



“Crackpot”	(=	crazy	=	unscien=fic	=	…)	papers:		
how	to	iden=fy	them	

First:  what fraction (or %) are written by women, and what is your explanation? 

An example of “unusual” theories that are in this category: 

http://www.nuclearplanet.com/ 



https://books.google.it/books?
id=-77Nwoh9GCoC&pg=PT136&
dq=amazon+mavericks+
+herndon&hl=it&sa=X&ved=0ah
UKEwjet4Obiv_NAhUEUBQKHQ
5CCh4Q6AEIJzAA#v=onepage&
q=amazon%20mavericks
%20%20herndon&f=false 

Herndon is persistent and likes to fight 



A	specific	example	from	Herndon	

NOW:	see	this	commentary	



hUp://boingboing.net/2012/07/10/crackpots-geniuses-and-how-t.html	
So how do we know who to trust? 
 
I don't think I have a perfect answer for that, but looking at books like Herndon's 
and those Creationist biology texts, I have a couple suggestions: 
 
1)  If it makes a really nice story, ask for the details.  

2)  If the proof seems self-evident (i.e., it's just good common sense), ask more 
questions. 

3)  If believing the idea will make you smarter than the official experts, be 
suspicious.  

4)  If the studies used to prove it are really old, or if there's only a few of them, 
dig deeper.  

5)  If you're told you can't trust any other sources of information (especially 
because of Big Conspiracy, or because so-and-so expert is a bad person in 
other areas of his or her life), be cautious. 

Differentiating between unusual legitimate 
papers and crackpot ideas 
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Thanks! 
 

Further questions:   
chris@verdi.as.utexas.edu 

 


