Topic 14
Features of editorial editing in a scientific publication

Lecture objective. To explain editorial editing as a systematic process that improves the accuracy, clarity, integrity, consistency and accessibility of scholarly manuscripts without altering the author’s scientific claims or evidentiary responsibility.

1. Editorial Editing as a Component of Scholarly Publishing
Editorial editing is the critical examination and refinement of a manuscript before publication. It connects the author’s research argument with the journal’s editorial policies, the needs of readers and the requirements of reliable scholarly communication. Its central purpose is not merely to correct grammar. An effective editorial intervention makes a scientific claim understandable, traceable and proportionate to the evidence presented. The editorial process involves several distinct forms of work. Substantive or developmental editing addresses the organization of the argument, the relation between research questions and conclusions, the completeness of methodological reporting and the suitability of the manuscript for its intended readership. Line editing improves sentence-level logic, precision and transitions. Copyediting corrects terminology, punctuation, grammar, abbreviations, citations and style consistency. Proofreading is the final inspection of the typeset or otherwise production-ready text for introduced errors, misplaced elements and formatting defects.
These activities differ from peer review. Reviewers assess scholarly originality, validity, methodological adequacy and significance, while editors coordinate decisions and may identify issues requiring expert assessment. A language editor cannot establish whether an experiment was performed correctly. Similarly, an editor should not silently replace a qualified conclusion with a stronger causal claim. Scientific judgment remains the responsibility of the authors, reviewers and appropriate subject experts. The scope of editing depends on the publication type. Original research articles require consistency between methods, results, figures and conclusions. Review articles demand transparent literature selection and balanced synthesis. Conference papers may be constrained by length and formatting rules. Technical reports often require detailed specifications, traceable measurements and clear version control. In every case, the editor must respect the publication’s stated instructions rather than applying a single universal template. Editorial intervention should be documented when it affects interpretation. Queries to authors are preferable to speculative corrections: an ambiguous unit, unexplained statistical method or contradictory numerical value must be verified against the underlying record. The distinction between improving expression and changing scientific content is a fundamental boundary of responsible editing.
2. Editing Scientific Argumentation, Language and Technical Elements
The first substantive check concerns coherence. The title should accurately delimit the subject; the abstract should reflect the reported work; the introduction should establish a research problem; the methods should enable informed assessment; and the discussion should interpret findings without repeating the results mechanically. An editor evaluates whether the sequence of claims follows the sequence of evidence. Assertions about novelty require comparison with relevant prior research, not promotional adjectives. Clarity is achieved through precise terminology and controlled syntax. Ambiguous expressions such as “a significant improvement” should be clarified when “significant” could refer either to practical importance or statistical inference. Overgeneralizations such as “the method always produces accurate results” should be replaced with claims supported by the study design and tested conditions. Active and passive constructions are both legitimate: the choice should make responsibility and procedures clear.
Numerical information requires careful checking. Units should be consistent and preferably follow the International System of Units (SI), with exceptions justified by disciplinary convention. Values in the text must agree with tables, figures and supplementary materials. Decimal precision should be compatible with measurement uncertainty. Symbols, subscripts and Greek letters must be consistent throughout the manuscript. Editors should flag suspicious values rather than recalculate or modify data without author confirmation. Figures and tables are independent carriers of evidence. Their captions must explain the content, identify variables and units, and define abbreviations sufficiently for interpretation. Axis labels should be legible; legends should not rely solely on color; and reported sample sizes should be clear where relevant. Images must not be manipulated in ways that conceal, fabricate or misrepresent results. Permission and attribution may be necessary when reusing third-party material.
References serve a verification function. Editors check that every in-text citation corresponds to a reference entry, that bibliographic metadata are accurate and that the style is internally consistent. A DOI is useful when available but does not replace verification of the cited work. A citation must support the statement to which it is attached. Citation padding, irrelevant references and reliance on retracted literature should be examined critically. Editing also includes accessibility. Informative headings, logical reading order, explanatory captions, defined abbreviations and text alternatives for meaningful visual content improve usability for diverse readers. These features are especially important when articles are distributed across HTML, PDF and indexing systems.
3. Editorial Workflow, Research Integrity and Author–Editor Communication
Editorial work begins with an initial assessment of scope, journal instructions and the manuscript’s readiness. The editor identifies structural problems before correcting local wording; otherwise, time may be spent polishing paragraphs that will later be removed. A second pass checks argumentation and reporting completeness. A third pass addresses style, references, tables, figures and technical conventions. After author queries are resolved, the production proof is examined for errors introduced during layout or conversion.
Good editorial communication is specific and neutral. Instead of writing “This result is wrong,” an editor can ask: “Table 2 reports 12.4, whereas the Results section reports 14.2; please confirm the correct value and the source record.” This preserves authorship, makes the concern actionable and creates an auditable decision trail. Track Changes, versioned files and a response log can help distinguish accepted changes from unresolved scientific questions.
Publication ethics cannot be separated from editorial quality. Authorship, acknowledgments, competing interests, funding statements, ethics approvals where applicable, data availability and the disclosure of relevant assistance should follow journal policies. Editors must recognize possible plagiarism, duplicate publication, manipulated images and inconsistent reporting, but allegations require fair procedures rather than unsupported assumptions. The Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) provides guidance on handling concerns and editorial responsibilities. Automated grammar tools and generative AI can assist with surface-level editing, but their output requires human verification. Such systems may invent citations, alter technical meaning or introduce unwarranted certainty. Confidential manuscripts should not be entered into external systems without appropriate permission and safeguards. Disclosure requirements vary by publisher; authors and editors should consult current journal policies. Editorial decisions should preserve a clear division of responsibility. Authors approve substantive changes and remain accountable for the final manuscript. Editors enforce journal policy and coordinate the publication process. Reviewers provide independent expert criticism. Production staff ensure that approved content is accurately presented. A strong workflow enables these roles to interact without allowing one to substitute for another.
4. Practical Editorial Assessment and Quality Criteria
Consider the following original sentence: “The proposed approach proved that the system was completely reliable, and the results were significantly better.” This wording contains an unsupported absolute claim, an unspecified comparator and an ambiguous use of “significantly.” A responsible editorial revision would be: “Under the evaluated test conditions, the approach produced fewer errors than the baseline method.” If numerical results or statistical tests are available, they should be stated explicitly. The editor must request the missing evidence rather than invent it. A second example concerns reporting consistency. If the Methods section states that five independent measurements were obtained, while a figure caption reports n = 3, the discrepancy must be queried. The editor cannot assume whether the caption, methods or analysis is incorrect. Similarly, when a figure reports temperature in °C and the text uses K, conversion may be valid, but the numerical relationship and intended scale must be verified.

Table 1. Principal levels of editorial assessment
	Level
	Primary question
	Typical editorial action

	Substantive
	Does the argument follow the evidence?
	Request clarification or reorganization.

	Technical
	Are units, data and figures consistent?
	Flag discrepancies for verification.

	Language
	Is each statement precise and readable?
	Revise syntax without strengthening claims.

	Bibliographic
	Are sources traceable and relevant?
	Check citation–reference correspondence.

	Production
	Does the final proof match approved content?
	Correct typesetting and cross-references.



An editorial quality assessment should therefore consider scientific fidelity, logical coherence, reporting transparency, linguistic precision, bibliographic accuracy, ethical compliance and production consistency. These criteria are interdependent: elegant prose cannot compensate for incomplete methods, while accurate results lose communicative value if their presentation is ambiguous.
Seminar task. Select a published research article and examine one paragraph, one figure caption and three references. Identify changes that an editor may make directly and questions that must be referred to the authors. Prepare a short editorial memo explaining how each proposed intervention improves clarity or reliability without modifying the underlying evidence.
Conclusion. Editorial editing is a disciplined form of quality assurance in scholarly communication. Its distinguishing feature is the careful separation of linguistic improvement from scientific validation. Effective editing strengthens the transparency and usability of research while protecting authorial responsibility, methodological integrity and the reader’s ability to verify claims.
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