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IV. Egy tudomanyos cikk 3.
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Mirol lesz sz6?

o Mit tegyunk, ha elkéeszult a kézirat? A
bekuldes.

o Hogyan olvassuk a referee reportot és
hogyan reagaljunk ra? Valaszok.

o Elfogadas utani teendok
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A folyoiratban publikalas ugymenete

Preambulum: a folyoiratok mukodési strukturaja

1. Kiado (publisher): altalaban profitorientalt gazdasagi
vallalkozas (pl. A&A: EDP Sciences, MNRAS: Wiley-Blackwell;
de pl. ApJ: az IOP Publishing nem profitért vallalkozik)

2. Laptulajdonos: csillagaszati-tudomanyos szervezet (A&A:
nemzetkozi igazgato-bizottsag - Board of Directors; MNRAS:
Royal Astronomical Society; ApJ: American Astronomical
Society)

a publikalas koltségeit a laptulajdonos kigazdalkodja és
elengedi a szerzoknek (MNRAS, A&A részben), vagy atharitja a
szerzokre (page charge, ApJ)

3. Szerkesztoség: a laptulajdonos altal fizetett alkalmazottak.
FOoszerkeszto, szerkesztok szerény juttatasért nem szerény
munkat vallalé tudosok; + tigyintézok.
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A folyoiratban publikalas ugymenete

A szerzok a szerkesztoséggel kommunikalnak a cikk kozlésre
elfogadasaig. Utana a kiadoval. Fobb Iépések:

1. Cikk bekildése a szerkesztoségbe

2. A foszerkeszto (tudos) kijeloli a kézirattal foglalkozo szerkesztot
(tudods)

3. A szerkeszto és/vagy foszerkeszto eloszuri a cikket: érdemes-e
biralonak kikuldeni?

4. Igen: a szerkeszto beazonositja a biralo(k)ként felkérheto
tudosokat.

5. Legtobb folyoirat egy referee-t ker fel (de: lcarus: 3 ref., Nature: 3
ref.)

6. Birald felkérése, mindaddig, mig valaki el nem vallalja (nem
egyszeru feladat!).
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Néehany erdekes adat

PUBLICATIONS OF THE ASTRONOMICAL SOCIETY OF THE PaciFic, 121:1291-1293, 2009 November
© 2009. The Astronomical Society of the Pacific. All rights reserved. Printed in U.S.A.

Reviewing and Revision Times for The Astrophysical Journal

HELMUT A. ABT
Kitt Peak National Observatory, Tucson, AZ 85726-6732; abt@noao.edu
Received 2009 September 17; accepted 2009 September 23; published 2009 October 20

ABSTRACT. From a study of the editorial log for 251 manuscripts submitted in 2006, we learn that 6% are
rejected, 5% are withdrawn, and 88% are eventually accepted for publication. Of the accepted articles, 30%
are reviewed once, 58% twice, and 12% are reviewed 3-5 times. The mean time for the first review is 31 days
and for the first revision is 44 days. The spread in total reviewing times (dispersion of 16 days) is much shorter
than in total revision times (54 days). Important articles, those receiving 3 1-193 citations in 2 yr, are not reviewed
more promptly than others nor revised more promptly. Only in the subfield of high-energy objects do the authors
revise their manuscripts marginally more promptly than others.

2. THE METHOD

I visited the ApJ editorial office in Hamilton, Ontario in 2009
August and collected data on the first 251 articles received be-
tween 2006 January 3—February 15. That number represents
8.6% of the 2926 articles published by the ApJ in Part 1 and the
Supplements in 2006. That time period was selected because the
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TABLE 1

EVENTUAL DISPOSITIONS OF THE 251 SUBMITTED
MANUSCRIPTS

Outcome Number  Percentage

Rejected immediately 40%+13
Rejected after one or more 24+1.0
reviews
Withdrawn 5214
Accepted after one review 20+09
Accepted after revision(s) 86.4+59
100.0

TABLE 2

REVIEWING, REVISION, AND EDITORIALTIMES (IN DAYS) FOR
222 ACCEPTED ARTICLES

Mean time for the first reviews
Mean total time for all the

reviews per article
Mean time for the first revisions
Mean total time for all the

revisions per article
Mean editorial time per article
Mean time, submission to acceptance
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TABLE 4

FREQUENCIES OF THE NUMBERS OF REFEREES APPROACHED
FOR ACCEPTED ARTICLES

Referees Number of cases Percentage

149 67%
39 18
15 7

3
3
3

TABLE 3
NUMBERS OF REVIEWS PER ARTICLE

Reviews Number Percentage

304
58%5
11+2
11
0x0
100




Do referees recognize important articles and review them
more promptly? The answer 1s “No.” I collected the citations
in 2009 August (2.6 yr after submission) in the Thomson-
Reuters Web of Science and grouped the articles in three
categories: 0-10 citations (104 articles), 11-30 citations (82
articles), and 31-193 citations (36 articles). The mean times for
the first reviews were, respectively, 31.9 + 1.6 days, 30.8 + 1.9
days, and 30.7 £ 2.0 days. Therefore there is no evidence here
that referees review potentially-important articles more quickly.

Do authors revise their most important articles more
promptly? The answer is again “No.” I again grouped the

TABLE 5

MEAN FIRST REVISION TIMES FOR ARTICLES IN SUBFIELDS
OF ASTRONOMY

Mean First
Number Revision
of Times
Subfield articles (days)

15 45%15
Galaxies, AGN . 52 56+9
ISM, nebulae 15 59+13
High-energy, pulsars, 43 36+5

40

Planets, comets
Atoms, molecules
Instruments
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A folyoiratban publikalas ugymenete

7. Biralati eljaras: amig a szerzo és a biralo meg nem egyezik a
lepublikalhatosagban. De: kérheto uj biralo, ha elfogultsagot
érzékelunk

8. Elfogadas utan: a kézirat gondozasa atkerul a kiadéhoz. Itt
érdemes preprintként kozzétenni (arXiv.org)

9. Proof (kefelenyomat): elfogadas utan jellemzoen kb. egy
hoénappal, a kiado elkiildi a szerzonek. Fontos: utols6 moédositasi
lehetoség, csak formai korrekciok (kivéve “Note added in proof”
szekcio a véegen)

10. Megjeleneés: a folyoirat honlapjan. Online Early szekciok (pl.
A&A, MNRAS)

11.0ffprint kopiak: a kiado juttatja el a szerzonek, dijmentesen.
Régebben: 25 papir példany, ma inkabb végso valtozat pdf
fajlként
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Amikor egy kézirat elkeszult

o LaTeX-ben szerkesztés esetén a fajlok
altalaban névkonvenciot kovetnek. Pl. ms.tex,
fig1.eps,...,fig10.eps. Nem mindegyik
folyoirat koveteli meg.

o Feltoltés a folyoirat webes szerzoi feliiletén
keresztul (par évelkisebb folyoiratoknal ma
is: ftp-n keresztul feltoltés, szerkesztok
emailben értesitése)

o Varakozas a referee report-ra (kb. 1 honap)
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3. szamu gyakorlat

Kuldjunk be egy cikket (online demonstracio)!
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Tipikus formulak a referee
reportok kapcsan

Your Paper ... has been submitted to a referee. I regret to inform you
that the referee finds vyour paper not acceptable for publication in
Astronomy & Astrophysics. A report with the scientific motivation for
this advice is attached.

(elsotetult tekintet, egy év munka, vagy félredobas)

Your Paper ... has been submitted to a referee. I regret to inform you
that the referee advises not to publish it in its present form. Please
find the report enclosed.

We encourage you however to resubmit electronically a completely
revised and "drastically shortened" (as the referee puts it)version in
which you take the referee’s comments into consideration.
(Instructions for electronically sending a manuscript can be found at
our web-page at: http://www.strw.leidenuniv.nl/~aanda/)

(boldogtalan tekintet, 3 honap munka)
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Tipikus formulak a referee
reportok kapcsan

Your Paper ... has been submitted to Dr. ... as referee who advises to
accept it after you have made some major revisions. Please find the
report attached. The referee would like to see the revised version. It
would be helpful if you mark the parts that have been changed, e.g. by
putting them in bold face.

(bizonytalan tekintet, 1 honap munka)

Your paper ... has been submitted to Dr ... as referee who advises to
accept it after you have made some minor revisions. Please find the

report attached.

(boldog tekintet, 1 nap munka)

Please find enclosed the referee’s report on your paper # 8393.
The referee (Dr. ...) is favourable to publication.

The referee suggests minor revisions and does not ask to see the paper
again.

(boldog tekintet, 1-2 ora munka)
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Amikor valaszolunk

o Fogadjuk el az idegen ember kritikajat. Biztos,
hogy jol fogalmaztuk meg, amit a referee nem
ertett meg?

o A valasz tomor, konkrétumokkal teli és a
felvetésekre relevans valaszt adjon

o Nem muszaj egyeteérteni a referee-vel...
o ...de meég veéletlenul se szemelyeskedjunk vele.

o Erdemes szétszedni a biralatot beidézhetd
kulon pontokra és azokra reagalni

o Az 0sszes modositast jol lathatéan
kulonboztessuk meg (felkover szedessel)
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Reply to the referee's report on the paper “Ellipsoidal Variability and Long

> 1. My suggestion is that all the confirmations of the previous results
should be clearly emphasized in the Abstract and Summary of the paper.

band magnitudes brings new information to our knowledge about variable
red giants, but many of the results are obvious from already published
optical data (for example that doubling the periods must shift seq. E).

We rephrased the paper in several places to emphasize the confirmation. We note,

doubled period, they did not point out that all the other papers have used wrong
periods; furthermore, more recent papers that are independent of the OGLE group
still show Seq. E at the wrong period, which suggests that there is an
unawareness in the community about this issue.

> 2. | also suggest to clarify the points concerning the amplitude

> analysis. On the one hand the authors show different amplitude

distributions of stars from seq. C and D, on the other hand the

pulsation origin of the LSP is suggested. | expect wider discussion

about how possible explanations of the LSP phenomenon may influence the
amplitude distribution and the blue-to-red amplitude ratio.

>
>
>
>

While itis true that the amplitude ratio distribution of the LSP stars are
different of both the pulsating and binary stars, nevertheless, itis more

similar to the pulsating sample (i.e. there is a relatively large color

variation along the light curve cycles, reflected by the mean blue to red
amplitude ratio of 1.3; there is a correlation between luminosity and
amplitude, similarly to the fundamental pulsators, though with a different
direction of correlation). A full discussion of the LSP mechanism is beyond the
scope of the paper.

> 3. It should be mentioned that the first confirmation of the existence of
> seq.A'in MACHO data was shown in the conference paper by L.L. Kiss
We mention it.

> 4. | looked carefully at Fig. 1 and | found that some of the stars lying on
> seq."E"disappeared in the right panel. What have happened with these
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Reply to the referee's comments and suggestions:

> 1 Ithink that the authors should address the possibility that
> NGC2438 is a runaway star that has been ejected from M46.

=== Done, although we believe the possibility of this is remote.

> |therefore suggest rephrasing the title and the other
> gccurances in the text.

> (with 1-2 km/s error). Can you obtain an estimate for the
> real velocity dispersion, i.e., without the contribution of

> the measurement errors?

>

> How accurate at the radial velocity errors of 1-2 km/s? Are
> these “formal errors"? Could the real errors be larger?

> If you have underestimated your radial velocity error by a
> factor of two, the measured velocity dispersion

These are formal errors that come out of the Gaussian fits of the
cross-correlation profile, hence must be taken with caution (Sect. 3.1). We
added a new paragraph in Sect. 4.2. to give further comments.

> will printout the article in black and white. Perhaps itis helpful
> to identify the planetary nebula in Fig. 1 with an arrow, or with
> a non-circular symbol.

=== Done.

>-In Table 2 the radial velocities of the P168502 are different from
> the other lines. Is this deviation expected?

=== Not expected but found an explanation for it: the ~75-80 km/s Doppler-shift
put exactly the P16 line on top of a close blend of two skylines, which were
removed and hence shifted the centroid of the left-over Paschen line. We added a
note on this in Sect. 4.1. Omitting its velocity does not change noticeably the
mean PN velocity.

> - In Figure 5 it would be interesting to see the Gaussian curves
> of both the cluster stars and the background stars.

=== Done.

> - What is the velocity dispersion of the broad Gaussian that
> you fitto the histogram? Is it consistent with the velocity
> dispersion of field stars?

=== 18.4 Km/s, consistent with the thick disk.
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Reply to the referee's report on the manuscript ME992L "Red variables in the
OCGLE~II data base. III. Constraints on the three-dimensional structures of
the LMC and SMC"

vvvvvv

We wish to thank the referee for very useful comments and suggestions.

We have revised the paper in accordance with the referee's recommendations.
The only point where we disagree is about the natural width of the P-L
relations, however, that was caused by a poor description in the original
manuscript.

In detail:

> (7,8) The first 2 figures are unnecessary, and I recommend inclusion of
> a table with the PL (inverse) regressions and errors that are employed
> by the authors.

=== Done.

> In Sec 2, paragraph iii, the authors claim that the period scatter is
> astrophysical but their analysis and figure 1 do not show this. I
> presume that the 4276 stars were identified as belonging to R2 and R3 PL

> 1200+ day dataset. The demonstrated increase of scatter in PL seguences

B T I T T T T

> using subsets of light curve data does not prove that this is random

D T T T T T

=== Our intention was not to demonstrate the increase of scatter in PL seguences
using subsets, but to demonstrate the lack of decrease of scatter in PL
sequences while using longer and longer datasets. We have clarified this issue
in the revised version: if the widths of PL ridges were dominated by errors in
period determinations only, than the ridges should become tighter

the case. 8 years of observations reveal practically the same (horizontal) width
in the PL ridges as 4 years (or, as a matter of fact, 2-3 years). We have
removed Fig. 1 and the simple comparison of OGLE-~II subsets and Xept only the

> Sec 3.1, 3rd paragraph: the estimate of the "maximum variation" in

> distance of LMC bar (2.4 +- 0.7 Xpc) needs to be described, in

> particular how the error is estimated, and also if this is interpreted
> as an overall depth on every line-of-sight or as a thinner but inclined
> structure. This should be clarified for LMC and SMC (Sec 3.2) and also
> in abstract.




Elfogadas utan

o arXiv.org (astro-ph): preprintkéent publikussa tenni (atlagosan
kétszer idézettebbek). OTKA-tamogatas esetén mar kotelezo!

o Olvassuk el az elfogadasrol sz6lo6 értesités aprobetus részeit
is - pl. ha a kiadohoz nekiink kell eljuttatni a végso valtozat
LaTeX-forrasat

o Page charge-os folyoiratnal ekkor kell fizetni. Tipikus
arfolyam: $110/oldal. Tarsszerzok kozotti megosztaskor
mindenki kulon fizet.

o Neéhany héttel késobb a megérkezo kefelenyomatra

reagaljunk a leheto legrovidebb idon beliil (ennek elmaradasa
akar honapokkal késleltetheti a megjelenést)

o Esetleg frissithetjuk a preprint-szerveren (tapasztalatok
szerint minimalis jelentosége van)

o Habitustol fuggoen a szakteriilet legaktivabb szerzoinek a
figyelmébe ajanlhatjuk az iratot.
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