ACADEMIC WRITING  /  DOCTORAL WORKSHOP
[bookmark: _GoBack]Preparing for publication
Level: PhD / doctoral students   |   Language: English   |   Format: guided workshop and independent writing
Purpose of the practical class
Publication preparation combines a clear contribution with ethical journal selection, close reading of author instructions, transparent submission documents and constructive responses to review.
Learning outcomes
Evaluate journal fit without relying on unverified metrics.
Draft an abstract and cover letter from supplied evidence.
Respond professionally to critical reviewer feedback.
Essential concepts
	Concept
	What it means in research writing

	Journal fit
	Match manuscript topic, article type, readership and methodological expectations.

	Submission package
	Title, abstract, main text, figures, metadata, declarations and optional cover letter.

	Peer review
	Respond point by point with evidence and precise manuscript locations.

	Responsible selection
	Check editorial transparency, indexing claims and publisher information independently.



Session plan
	Workshop task
	Mode
	Time

	1. Journal selection with risk flags
	Groups
	20 min

	2. Build a submission checklist
	Pairs
	20 min

	3. Draft the abstract and cover letter
	Individual
	30 min

	4. Respond to reviewer feedback
	Role play + revision
	20 min



Practical activities
Activity 1. Journal selection with risk flags  (20 min)
Working format: Groups
Source material / task situation:
Three FICTIONAL profiles: Journal A: peer-reviewed methods journal; detailed author instructions; clear editorial board; no promise of acceptance; 6,000-word research articles. Journal B: broad generic scope; invitation promises acceptance in 48 hours for a fee; unclear peer-review process. Journal C: specialist journal on materials performance; requires long-term wear outcomes for applied claims; transparent policies.
Instructions:
1.  Rank suitability for a short descriptive roughness comparison.
2.  List evidence needed to verify any real journal’s peer-review and indexing claims.
3.  Identify warning signs in Journal B without treating one single factor as definitive.
Expected output: A journal-fit matrix and integrity checks.
	Journal  [Type your response here]

	Scope / article fit  [Type your response here]

	Requirements  [Type your response here]

	Warning signs / verification  [Type your response here]



Activity 2. Build a submission checklist  (20 min)
Working format: Pairs
Source material / task situation:
Manuscript package may include title page, abstract, keywords, figures, data availability statement, authorship contributions, funding, conflict-of-interest statement, ethics approval where applicable, AI-use disclosure where required, and cover letter. Requirements vary by journal.
Instructions:
1.  Classify which items are universally useful and which depend on target journal or study design.
2.  Create a priority-ordered checklist that includes checking author instructions on the day of submission.
3.  Identify two claims that require a supporting method or figure before submission.
Expected output: A submission-readiness checklist with owner and status.
	Item  [Type your response here]

	Needed?  [Type your response here]

	Responsible person  [Type your response here]

	Status / blocker  [Type your response here]



Activity 3. Draft the abstract and cover letter  (30 min)
Working format: Individual
Source material / task situation:
SYNTHETIC study: 12 specimens from one batch, untreated and treated groups of six; coupon-level roughness measured by profilometry; means approximately 1.80 and 1.07 µm; one batch, no wear outcome, no inferential test. The study is a teaching example, not a publishable real finding.
Instructions:
1.  Write a structured 130–170-word training abstract: background, aim, methods, descriptive results, bounded conclusion.
2.  Draft a 130–170-word cover letter to a hypothetical methods journal, explaining fit and avoiding claims of guaranteed novelty.
3.  Include placeholders for declarations requiring author verification.
Expected output: A training abstract and a professional cover-letter draft.
	Abstract  [Type your response here]

	Cover letter  [Type your response here]

	Declarations still to verify  [Type your response here]



Activity 4. Respond to reviewer feedback  (20 min)
Working format: Role play + revision
Source material / task situation:
Fictional reviewer: “The abstract calls the treatment effective, but only surface roughness was assessed in a single batch. Please clarify sample size, avoid durability claims and describe uncertainty appropriately.”
Instructions:
1.  Write a 90–130-word point-by-point response beginning with appreciation and a concrete change.
2.  Provide a proposed corrected manuscript sentence.
3.  Explain what the authors must do if a reviewer requests data they do not possess.
Expected output: A reviewer-response item with a revised sentence.
	Reviewer comment  [Type your response here]

	Response  [Type your response here]

	Specific revision  [Type your response here]



Independent assignment
Choose one REAL target journal in your discipline. Document verified aims/scope, article type, instructions, author fees if any, indexing verification, research-integrity policies and a manuscript-readiness checklist.
Assessment rubric (20 points)
	Criterion
	Max
	What earns full credit

	Scientific accuracy and bounded claims
	4
	Claims are supported; observations and inferences are separated.

	Task completion and required outputs
	4
	All specified components and constraints are addressed.

	Reasoning and critical analysis
	4
	Evidence is connected to the question; alternatives and limits are considered.

	Academic style and structure
	4
	Logical organization, precision, terminology and appropriate tone.

	Referencing, ethics and presentation
	4
	Responsible attribution, consistent units and professional formatting.



Scoring rule: 4 = excellent; 3 = competent with minor omissions; 2 = partial; 1 = major problems; 0 = not demonstrated. Use the same rubric for the in-class deliverable or the homework, as announced by the instructor.
Self-check before submission
☐  Does each important claim connect to evidence that I can identify?
☐  Did I separate observed results from interpretation and speculation?
☐  Are terminology, units and sample descriptions consistent?
☐  Did I acknowledge the most relevant limitation?
☐  Can another reader understand exactly what I produced and why?
Instructor notes / suggested responses
These points support facilitation; they are not the only acceptable answers. Where activities use simulated data or fictional studies, do not present them as genuine research.
Journal B presents strong red flags; acceptance guarantees conflict with credible peer review.
An evidence-based abstract should not claim statistically significant improvement or durability without data.
A strong response says exactly what was changed and where; never invent results to satisfy a reviewer.
Further reading / official resources
ICMJE: Recommendations (updated January 2026): https://www.icmje.org/recommendations/
EQUATOR: Reporting guidelines: https://www.equator-network.org/
COPE: Publication ethics: https://publicationethics.org/
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