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1999-2000: start of professional career @UM –-> first publication



The publication process in 2000

The process:

- write the paper (this part did not change much…)

- submit four hard copies of the original manuscript and a letter 
to the editor to the mail address (in an envelope, not e-mail!) 
of the editor

- add a disk with the electronic file of the paper

- fax the paper to the editor

- wait for a letter from another country in your mailbox….







Lesson 1: 
Editors are 
human beings!

Journal Cover

http://www.elsevier.com/locate/issn/09594752


About me



Gijbels, D., Van de Watering, G., Dochy, F.  & Van den Bossche, P. (2005). The relationship between students’ approaches to 
learning and the assessment of learning outcomes. Eur J Psychol Educ 20, 327–341 (2005). https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03173560

A question during my defense



The questions you struggle with might be 
interesting for other researchers as well!
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Collaborate!

• The world is your oyster: get input from the greatest in the 
world!

• From symposia to special issue to joint research and books

Lesson 2: 
Knowing your 
‘peers’ &  
‘audience’ is 
important
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Lesson 3: 
Use the input of other 
researchers to sharpen 
your own ideas!



Be open for  (also your own) “critique”

“Students find it difficult to report in a general
way about how they learn”
“Overreliance on self-report measures that 
measure how students learn after the actual 
learning has taken place (interviews, self-
report questionnaires)”
“These (rather general) self-report measures 
might be poor indicators of the actual 
processing whilst studying.” 
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Questions I ask myself now…
How do students (cognitively or 

emotionally) process information from…



17

Questions I ask myself now…
How do students (cognitively or 

emotionally) process feedback reports?
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Questions I ask myself now…
(How) can we use students’ eye-tracking 

behavior to support teachers?



Studying student learning for 25 years…

→ From course-specific (UM) to longitudinal (ECHO) to task-
specific research (tASL) on how students learn

→ From self-report measures to multi-modal data including 
behavioral and psychophysiological measures 

→Eye-tracking as a stimulus for cued recall interviews ànd as 
behavrioral data

→Embracing Open Science





My lessons learned on publishing in the 
field of educational research…

What happens with a manuscript once it is submitted to 
a scientific journal?

Who takes a look at it? What decisions are made based 
on what criteria

What can an author do to increase the possibility to get 
a manuscript accepted?



Warming up

• Who submitted already to a scientific journal?

• Who was already rejected by a journal?

• Who already received a ‘major revision’?

• Who already received a ‘minor revision’?

• Who received an ‘accept’ letter shortly after 
the submission?

• Who did not submit yet but a is planning to?



Agenda (for part 2)

• Introduction (things to consider before sumbission)

• The view from the editor and the reviewer

• The view from the author : tips and tricks to get your 
work published

• To conclude

 - time for questions 

 - sharing tacit knowledge!
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... You write because you want that 
other scientists and other people read 

your paper and build on your work

The aim is to advance the field, not 
(only) your career

 



How to write?

• Five tips:

– Read

– Write

– Revise & Read

– Revise & Read

– Revise & Read

Let others review your papers!

• Set goals (target journal!) and intermediate deadlines (use conference 
presentations, get involved in symposia or special issues...)

• Make use of conferences to discuss with people about your work in 
progress and to ask questions about journals that might be interested
in your work…



How to choose a journal?
You write because you want that people read (and act upon) your work:

• Look for the journal that represents the community for whom you 
write (what journals are you citing?)

• To which scholarly discussion in which journal does your study 
contribute? 

• Consider pre-registration before the start of the study and/or pre-
publication before submitting for peer-review (cfr. OSF)

• Do you know the work of people in the editorial board?

• Do you refer to papers in the journal?

• Impact factor (cfr. web of science)

• Open access (widely accessible, you retain the CR)

• Journals that allow for pre-publication

• Avoid predatory journals…

• …



Avoid predatory journals

Predatory journals take advantage of the open-
access publishing model by charging publication 
fees without providing standard peer-review or 
editing services. 

Sometimes a grey zone… check e.g.

• https://predatoryjournals.org/

• https://beallslist.net/

• …

https://predatoryjournals.org/
https://beallslist.net/


Recognising predatory journals

• Accepting articles quickly with little or no peer review or quality control, 
including mediocre and fake papers.

• Interfere with the editorial process to ensure acceptance of low-quality 
articles.

• Notifying academics of article fees only after papers are accepted.

• Aggressively campaigning for academics to submit articles or serve on 
editorial boards.

• Boasting about being "indexed" by academic social networking sites (like 
ResearchGate) and standard identifiers (like ISSNs and DOIs) as if they 
were prestigious or reputable bibliographic databases.

• ….



Submitting

• Check the (formal) criteria for submitting!

• The cover letter...

– Why is your paper of interest for the readers of 
the journal?

– What is the added-value?

– Why is it innovative?

• When in the system: think hard about the 3 
keywords you are asked to list…!
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Submitting your manuscript

• Take the perspective of the editor/reviewer!



Starting point

• Editors do want to publish good articles in their journals

• A (major or minor) revision needs to be interpreted as an indication 
that the editor would like you to revise the article and that the editor 
would be happy to publish a revised version (if the revision satisfies 
the reviewers and/or the editor)

• Reviewers are asked to formulate their comments in such a way that 
authors can learn something from it. Try to deal with the comments in 
this way…

• Editors and reviewers are human beings…



After you submitted your 
manuscript….

• Editors screen the manuscript (with AI support):

– Does it fit with the purpose of the journal

– Does it fit with the guidelines of the journal

– Is a blind review possible

– Is it worth bothering reviewers with this article

– …

• Finding good reviewers…



Reasons for  a ‘desk-reject’

• The style is not conform the style of the journal 
– E.g. Anonymus, APA,… (= anoying and not a good start!) 

• The article does not fit in the scope of the journal
– E.g. Many of the ‘rejects’ at EDUREV are given because 

the journal does not publish empirical studies, these 
studies are rejected no matter how good they are! 



Finding reviewers…

• Reviewers in the database (for sure editorial board 
members) are appointed based on key-words… think 
verry well about these 3 words that you are requested 
to add!!!

• The ‘quality’ of the review is checked

• Most of the time a journal will search for 3 blind 
reviewers (they need to approach many to reach this
– please always consider accepting invitations for 
reviews from serious journals), if it takes too long, an 
editor can decide to proceed with 2 reviewers…



What do reviewers look for?

• All for the same and all for something
different….



All for the same?

• Journals give criteria (they differ slightly for 
each journal) but can all be summarised as 
follows:



(e.g. from AliHE)

• As you can see, the emphasis is very much on research, which I 
understand to be the following.  One, provide a full description of the 
literature in the area.  Two, end with a description of the literature 
which leads the reader to conclude that the research which is to follow 
‘fills the gap(s)’, so to speak, in what we do not (yet) know about the 
research field.  Three, describe the study, that is, the (research) 
methodology as to how the data is/was gathered.  Four, report the 
results/conclusions.  Five, discuss these in light of the literature (that is, 
to what extent the research has ‘filled the gaps’).  Six, make 
suggestions for possible future research (these will emerge from the 
limitations of the study).  Seven, leave the readers with a 'message', 
that is, something that others can take from the work, and apply to 
their own teaching situation in some way.  If not, then it is difficult to 
see what readers could gain from reading a description of the practice, 
great though it might be.  So, rather than ending with 'here are our 
results', it needs to end along the lines of 'so here are some pointers 
which you might like to think about/do'.



Criteria ALiHE

Criteria to be used in evaluating this paper*
*You may find it helpful to rank these on a 1-5 scale (5=high)

Importance of the subject

Originality of the approach

Soundness of the scholarship*

Degree of interest to our readership

Clarity of the organisation*

Strength of the argument*

Writing style



Criteria AEHA

Suitability for AEHE

yes

in part no

makes a useful and/or significant addition to 

the literature

x

has appropriate focus and contents x

has coherent research methods and/or 

conclusions

x

will be understood by an international 

audience

x
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• Tips and tricks:
– Chose the right journal/community:

• To which journal do you often refer? 

• Check the website of the journal, to check the scope 
and the editorial board: does the board include 
researchers that you read or refer to? 

• Check the kind of articles the journal accepts or not

• Decide: is this journal appropriate for my article? Read 
the guidelines for authors very well!

• It might be a good idea first to choose the journal and 
only next start writing…



If you have found your journal

– Check important publications from that journal that are 
related to your paper and check if you referred to these 
publications!

– Check the people in the editorial board, if one of them 
does research in your field, there is a big chance that s/he 
will review your paper… 

– Let your article read by a native speaker, notice that there 
is a difference between different kinds of English (British, 
American,…). Check first the prefered language by the 
journal and look for a native speaker to proofread your 
article. 



What after a ‘revision’?

• Take the comments of the reviewers and the 
editor seriously and SHOW VERY EXPLICITLY 
that you did this

• List every comment and how you worked on it 
in your letter to the editor

• Convince (and help) the reviewers and the 
editor in making the ‘right’ decision…
→ aim to convince the editor that it is not necessary 
to send the paper back to (all of the) reviewers!
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Responding to editors

• Editors and reviewers are human beings...

• Even if the reviewer is wrong, s/he is right (even 
reviewer 2): improve!

• Be prepared to cut text

• Restate the comments

• Don’t submit the same version to another journal

• Make the editor’s job easy

• Celebrate (big and small) successes! 



Good luck & have fun!
  

David Gijbels - University of Antwerp (BE)

david.gijbels@uantwerpen.be



Thank you!

 david.gijbels@uantwerpen.be
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