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Balancing your target readership 
author!
referee!

reader!
journalist!

department chair!
funding agency



More and more “physics” articles are 
published each year . . .
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Software made it easier to create  
 

Email to distribute  
 

The internet (arXiv) to disseminate

one-to-few

one-to-all

Publishing scientific papers



Your paper ‘s “responsibilities”!

counter the “echo chamber effect” !
foster serendipity !
provide prestige !

provide stamp of peer review/validity!

 facilitate progress in your career



How do you make 
your paper stand 

out?
… before and 

after publication



PRL receives 12,000 papers a year"
An editor receives over 3 papers a day"

Over 50,000 referees "
1,000 receive over 10 referrals a year



So, what does a 
journal editor look 
for in your paper?



Is the paper suitable for 
the journal?



Is the subject 
matter 

appropriate 
for the  

journal?



Is it topical?



Preparing your 
paper for 

submission



Omit 
needless  

words
http://www.bartleby.com/141/



Keep it simple

Avoid jargon, abbreviations, acronyms …

The measured PL spectra of a single one-micron-long SWCNT that 
encapsulates a chain-like agglomeration of colloidal ZnS QDs appears 

to be shifted with respect to the PL spectra recorded for an empty 
SWCNT.

The measured photoluminescence spectra of an isolated carbon 
nanotube shifts when the nanotube encapsulates colloidal ZnS quantum 

dots.



The physicist's problem



Structure of the typical physics paper

Title

Abstract

In this letter…

Figures & Equations

Main text

References



!

  
Make it clear and brief. 

 Explicitly state the scientific problem.!
Spell out your main result and its 

implications. 

The abstract



!

Provide the context and motivation. 
Adequately reference previous 

publications — be generous!!
Avoid jargon: the introduction should 

be accessible to a physicist not in your 
field. 

Say why the work is new and important.

The introduction



!

Explain to experts how they can 
reproduce your  work.!

Tell nonspecialists why they and experts 
should care about what you did.

The main text



 !

 "
A picture is worth a thousand words.  
These constitute a visual summary of 

your results. !
!

(Of course, not all papers are amenable to figures.)

The figures, tables, and images



 !
 !
The take-away message is what lingers in the 
mind of the reader.

The conclusion



 !
 !

Credit work that led to yours. 
Cite current related work. 

Avoid unnecessary self citations.!
For that matter, do not over cite!

The reference list



 !
Keep the language simple and direct.!

Correct grammar is very important.!
Spell check and proof reading are a must. 

!

Ask a colleague — a physicist not in your 
field — to read the paper. 

!

Impressions matter,  
first impressions matter more. 

The style and the language



 !
Why this journal?!
What did you do?!

Which referees should and should not the 
editors consult?!

Are there competing papers/groups?!

The cover letter



Readers, including editors, often do not read 
beyond the abstract and introduction.!

They will try to assess the main results from 
included figures.!

They will look first at the conclusion and the 
reference list to figure out what you did and 

why.

Readers are always busy



The peer review



Manuscript 
submission 
publish.aps.org

Peer review 
(referees picked by 
editors)

Decision letter - 
resubmission?

Accept!

(~29%)

Editorial 
rejection 
(~25%)

Reject!

(~71%)

half are 
published in 
Physical Review

usually 2 
rounds

PRL’s review process



 !
!

Keep it short!!
Respond to referee reports in detail. 

Be polite. 
Describe revisions you make. 

Do make confidential comments to the 
editors if needed. 

!

The resubmission



It is more in your interest than 
anyone else’s that the paper is 

published in the journal to which 
you submitted it.!

Make things as easy as you can for 
the editors, the referees, and the 

readers.



Sleep on it. !
Be collegial.!

A resubmission letter that’s longer than!
the paper is suspect.!

A resubmission letter that makes the paper’s 
case better than the paper itself is suspect.!

Responding to difficult reports



Avoid pet 
peeves of 
editors.



011 - BROWNIAN MOTION  
012 - CABIBBO – KOBAYASHI – MASKAWA MATRIX 
013 - CHAPMAN - ENSKOG THEORY  
014 - CHERN - SIMONS THEORY 
015 - COTTON - MOUTON EFFECT  
016 - CURIE TEMPERATURE  
017 - DEBYE MODEL 
018 - DE HAAS - VAN ALPHEN EFFECT  
019 - DULONG - PETIT LAW 
020 - EFROS - SHKLOVSKII MODEL 
021 - FANO RESONANCE  
022 - FERMI SURFACE  
023 - FEYNMAN DIAGRAM  
024 - FISK STEPS  
025 - FULDE – FERRELL – LARKIN - OVCHINNIKOV PHASE !
026 - GINZBURG - LANDAU MODEL  
027 - GOOS - HANCHEN EFFECT  
028 - GREENBERGER – HORNE – ZEILINGER STATE 029 - GROSS - PITAEVSKI EQUATION  
030 - GUTZWILLER APPROXIMATION  
031 - HAGEN - POISEUILLE FLOW 
032 - HALDANE GAP 
033 - HALL EFFECT  
034 - HASEGAWA - MIMA EQUATION 
035 - HEBEL - SLICHTER EFFECT  
036 - HEISENBERG PRINCIPLE 
037 - HELMHOLTZ OSCILLATOR 
038 - HERTZSPRUNG - RUSSELL DIAGRAM 
039 - HIGGS BOSON 
040 - HUBBARD MODEL 
041 - HUBBLE CONSTANT  
042 - HUND'S RULE 
043 - ISING MODEL  
044 - JAHN - TELLER EFFECT  
045 - JOSEPHSON JUNCTION 
046 - KAUZMANN PARADOX  
047 - KLEIN - GORDON EQUATION 
048 - KOCHEN - SPECKER THEOREM  
049 - KOSTERLITZ - THOULESS TRANSITION  
050 - KRETSCHMANN - RAETHER CONFIGURATION 

!

Don’t name 
stuff that’s 

already named.



!

Don’t submit a rough 
draft instead of a finished 

version.

We would be willing to consider a resubmittal that 
clarifies the impact, innovation, and interest of the 
work.  If you would like us to reevaluate the paper, 
we strongly suggest that you revise your abstract, 
introduction, and conclusion, to make it clear to a 
general reader why the paper meets our criteria.  
Jargon should be avoided as much as possible.



Don’t overuse acronyms. !
The fewer the better.!

!

The measured PL spectra of a single one-micron-long 
SWCNT that encapsulates a chain-like agglomeration of 
colloidal ZnS QDs appear to be shifted with respect to 

PL spectra recorded for an empty SWCNT. !



!

Substantial advance.  
A new area of research. 

A critical outstanding problem.  
Singular appeal to all physicists.

i.e. why PRL and not Phys Rev? 

one of these

What do PRL’s editors want?



!

Rapid, fair review.!
Exclusivity.!

Highlighting.!
Wide visibility.

What do authors want?

all of these

… if a “yes”?



Over the years, if you submit 
enough manuscripts, your 

acceptance rate will be just about 
what you deserve.

Laurence Passell, Physics Today, March 1988

Sam Goudsmit’s statistical justice



Exclusivity,!
Impact factor, Eigenfactor, h-

index, Article influence 
score, h-5 index …



APS referee database!

WoS, Google Scholar, submissions to 
PR/PRL, etc.!

References (authors of, referees of)!

Author-suggested referees. !

The editor’s memory.

How do editors find referees?



coauthors, colleagues, neighbors 

acknowledged 

competitors  

busy and overburdened 

usually slow  

don’t provide useful reports !

lacking relevant recent publications

There are referees to avoid.



!

http://www.eignfactor.org/motion/



You are not buying news when 
you are buying the New York 

Times. You are buying 
judgment. 

!

Arthur Ochs Sulzberger!
Publisher, New York Times
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!

Exercises to try later. 
!

Find 3 recent PRL, Nature, Science, etc. articles in your 
field.  
!

For each find the sentence(s) in which the authors tell us 
what they did. 
!

For each write a 250 word synopsis. And a 3 line "teaser". 
The synopsis should be understandable to a physicist not in 
your field, and the teaser to a nonscientist. 
!

Rewrite the title so that is meaningful to those in your field 
but without jargon. 
!

Do these activities often.
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Exercises to try later. 
!

Explain what you do to a colleague who is a 
scientist in a different field and sense if they 
understand. How long did that take? Keep 
trying to make this clear and shorter. 
Remember, people lose interest quicker than 
you think. 
!

Practice your "elevator speech". 
!

Read Strunk and White's Elements of Style. 
!

Practice your spoken English. Practice your 
written English.  
!

Read physics.aps.org each week!

http://physics.aps.org
http://physics.aps.org
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Thank you.!
!

To all of the organizers of the 
workshop, and particularly 

Shobhana.



sami@aps.org
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