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Workshop Program 
 
1.45-2.00:  Introductions     
2.00-3.00:   Reviewing for 

publication 
3.00-3.15:   Break 
3.30-5.30:   Writing for publication 
 



Reviewing 
 
•  How to assess a submission 
•  How to write a review 



Questions an editor asks 
•  Is this worth peer review? 

Quick scan of title, abstract, methodology 

•  If a fatal flaw, immediate rejection 
What would count as a fatal flaw? 

A treatment question answered by a small non-randomised study (too 
high a risk of bias) 

A review paper with no systematic search described 

•  Mismatch between journal and manuscript 
Consider instructions for authors, previous issues and whether 

your manuscript is similar in content, methodology and 
importance  



Author Guidelines: Scope of journal 
•  Australasian Journal on Ageing is the official 

English language journal of the Australian 
Association of Gerontology, Aged and 
Community Services Australia, Australian 
Council on the Ageing, and the Australian and 
New Zealand Society for Geriatric Medicine, and 
publishes original research articles dealing with 
any area of gerontology and geriatric medicine  



Author Guidelines: Types of papers: 1 
•  Reviews up to 4000 words (50 refs) 
•  Original research papers up to 3000 words (30 refs).  
•  Policy and Practice Updates up to 3000 words (20 refs), by an 

expert in the field which aim to update readers in areas of 
professional practice or policy (must be evidence based ) 

•  Innovations in Aged Care articles up to 3000 words (20 refs) which 
describe and evaluate an  innovation (ie,  new treatments, 
community and residential care programs, professional training 
courses and social policies) . Must be evidence based 

•  Priority given to brief reports up to 1500 words (one table/ figure, 
20 refs )  



Author Guidelines: Types of papers: 2 
•  Invited Editorials on policy or practice up to 1500 words (10 refs) 
•  Letters to the Editor up to 400 words (10 refs).  May be edited and 

subject to reply 
•  Invited Commentaries up to 1000 words (5 refs) which provide 

commentary on accepted manuscripts which have particular 
relevance to our readership 
 



Author Guidelines: Editorial process 
•  Acceptance criteria: quality and originality of research and 

significance to our readership 
•  Manuscripts double-blind peer reviewed by two 

anonymous reviewers and the Editor 
•  Final decision rests with Editorial Committee 
•  Manuscripts should be written so are intelligible to a 

professional reader (not specialist in particular field) 
•  Write in a clear, concise, direct style  
•  Manuscript may be edited  



Author Guidelines: Best practice 

•  CONSORT for RCTs and Cluster RCTs 
•  STARD for Diagnosis studies 
•  STROBE for observational studies 
•  Consider appropriate theoretical framework for 

qualitative projects 



Author Guidelines: Ethics 
•  Research must be approved by a suitably constituted 

Ethics Committee of the institution where the work 
undertaken 
•  http://www.wma.net/en/30publications/10policies/b3/index.html 

•  All investigations with people must include a statement 
that informed consent was obtained  

•  Participant anonymity should be preserved 
•  Photographs should be cropped sufficiently to prevent 

human participants being recognised  
•  unless written permission has been obtained 

 
 



Author Guidelines: Manuscript Style 

•  Vancouver  reference style (See: http://www.ICMJE.org/) 
•  Use Australian spelling (see latest Macquarie Dictionary) 
•  All measurements SI or SI-derived units  
•  Abbreviations should be used sparingly  
•  Trade names: Drugs should be referred to by their 

generic names  
  
 
 



Author Guidelines: The manuscript 
•  (i) title page, (ii) abstract and key words, (iii) text, (iv) 

acknowledgements, (v) references, (vi) appendices, (vii) 
figure legends, (viii) tables (with title and footnotes) (ix) 
figures  

•  Text of original research articles: Abstract, Introduction, 
Method, Results, Discussion, Acknowledgement, Key 
Points and References  

•  Footnotes are not allowed and should be incorporated 
into text as parenthetical matter 
 
  
 
 



Author Guidelines: Title page 
•  As articles are double-blind reviewed, provide authorship 

details on a title page 
•  Should contain (i) title of paper, (ii) full names of authors 

and (iii) addresses of the institutions at which work 
carried out together with (iv) the full postal and email 
address, plus facsimile and telephone numbers of  
corresponding author 

•  Title should be short, informative and contain the major 
key words. Do not use abbreviations in the title  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 



Author Guidelines: Abstract/Key words  
•  Research articles and Reviews. 150 word abstract: 

Objective(s), Method, Results, Conclusion(s)  
•  Policy and Practice updates/Innovations in Aged 

Care. 150 words abstract: As above, where relevant  
•  Key Points : 3-4 dot points of essential take-home 

messages 
•  Editorials and Commentaries do not need an abstract. 
•  Key Words. Three to five needed. Must be from MeSH 

http://www.nlm.nih.gov/mesh/meshhome.html  
  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 



Structured Discussion 

The Case for Structuring the Discussion of Scientific Papers. 
Docherty and Smith BMJ 1999; 318: 1224-1225 



Manuscript review 



Manuscript review 



Manuscript review 



Manuscript review 



Examples of poor reviews 
•   “Excellent study. On page 6 line 48 I would modify the 

sentence “[XX] participants were SIGNIFICANTLY older 
than the [XX] participants."” 

•  “A well constructed, interesting and informative paper.” 

•  “A good overview of the evidence - although somewhat 
brief. I recommend it be published” 



Examples of good short reviews 
•  “This is an important topic and the study appears to have 

been constructed well. However, the thesis of the paper 
and therefore the study, is not clear. The method is not 
described adequately and the data analysis section lacks 
important detail. There is not explanation of how the raw 
data resulted in the three nominated categories nor how 
the data analysis process was completed. I believe that 
the paper needs further work before it is ready for 
publication.” 



Examples of good short reviews 
•  “This is a small study of a pilot mentoring scheme for 

ageing researchers. Mentoring schemes have been 
avaiable for many years and I could not discern any 
differences in this particular scheme. The small sample 
size precluded any inferences which could be 
generalised to other students. The evaluation of such a 
scheme needs to be more rigorous than subjective 
satisfaction.” 



Writing 
 
•  The process of writing and submitting your 

article 
•  What an editor asks 
•  What the AJA requires 
•  Getting some feedback on your article 



Tools for writing a coherent article 
•  Start with a 20-word main message 
•  Mind map 
•  Working abstract 

•  What you did 
•  Why you did it 
•  What you found 
•  What it means (to theory and practice) 

•  Write for a specific audience and journal 
•  Get good feedback 
•  (Take care of the details) 



Would your manuscript do well in a 
critical appraisal exercise? 

Eg  RCTs 
•  Was the trial registered? If not, were the pre-specified hypotheses 

published before data analysis? 
•  Is the trial truly randomised? Reject if allocation by date of birth, 

alternate, day of the week 
•  How blind is the trial in terms of treatments given and outcomes 

measured? 
•  How effective was follow-up? 
•  Have important outcomes (e.g. death) been excluded? 
•  Have the results been put into context by inclusion in a systematic 

review of similar trials? 


