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ABSTRACT

Objective. The editorial practices and policies of scientific journals that were uncomfortable for authors
were identified with the objective of eliciting feedback to enhance collaboration between authors and
editors.

Methodology. The focus group technique was employed. Based on the content of the discussions, a
descriptive analysis of the primary concepts was conducted, represented by word mapping and a tree-
map. Subsequently, the codes obtained were categorized into four dimensions: (1) editorial standards
and formats, (2) selection and acceptance process, (3) peer review and evaluation, and (4) role of editors.
Results. The most frequently cited issues by the focus group participants were delays in the editorial
process and a perceived lack of editorial transparency. Other challenges identified include the follow-
ing: (1) a lack of clarity in standards, primarily due to the inconsistency in editorial requirements; (2) a
lack of adequate feedback; (3) limitation in the number of authors; and (4) constraints in the number of
publications.

Conclusions. A critical and reflective approach was employed to examine the editorial practices that
affect scientific production. The necessity for reforms in the publishing system to enhance the quality,
equity, and efficiency of the publication process was emphasized, with the aim of ensuring that scientific
progress can significantly benefit global knowledge. Through a concerted and collaborative effort be-
tween authors, editors, and reviewers, it will be possible to pursue a trajectory of continuous improve-
ment, wherein the advancement of high-quality scientific research will continue to be facilitated.
Keywords: editorial practices; editorial policies; scientific journals; academic editorial process; academic
editor; peer review.
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1. INTRODUCTION

HE DISSEMINATION of scientific research

findings is a vital component of the glob-
al advancement of knowledge. The role of ac-
ademic publications in spreading scientific
research findings is of great importance. The
editors of these publications, in particular the
editors-in-chief, play a pivotal role in ensuring
the rigor and credibility of published studies
(Ashford, 2013; Colquitt & George, 2011; Gelet-
kanycz & Tepper, 2012; Grant & Pollock, 2011).
Researchers typically choose to publish their
findings in scientific journals when they seek
the evaluation and critique of experts in their
respective fields. Despite the controversies sur-
rounding peer review, it is evident that it plays
an indispensable role in ensuring the quality
and credibility of scientific publications (De-
roy Dominguez, 2022; Nino, 2024; Schonhaut
Berman et al., 2017). This is achieved through
the rigorous assessment of manuscripts by re-
viewers, who provide guidance to the editorial
team on the suitability of publications for dis-
semination, thereby significantly enhancing
the quality of these works. Despite its inherent
complexity, the editorial process of scientific
journals serves as an indispensable conduit for
disseminating scientific knowledge (Ashford,
2013; Plata-Caviedes et al., 2012). The role of
the editor is to direct and supervise each phase
of the publication process, from the initial re-
ceipt of the manuscript to its final publication.
This entails ensuring that the articles meet the
requisite ethical standards and scientific integ-
rity (Colquitt & George, 2011). The responsibil-
ities typically associated with the role include
selecting articles for publication, reviewing and
editing manuscripts, coordinating the peer re-
view process, selecting reviewers, and making
final decisions on their publication (Garcia et
al., 2015).

The role of editors, particularly edi-
tors-in-chief, is of the utmost importance,
as they are responsible for ensuring the rigor
and credibility of the research to be published
(Candal-Pedreira et al.,, 2023). Nevertheless,
the editorial process, designed to facilitate
this exchange, frequently impedes authors.
The relationship between authors and pub-
lishers can be adversely affected by some edi-
torial practices and policies that interfere with
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the publication process (Javed et al., 2024).
In this context, this research aims to identify
the editorial practices and policies of scientific
journals that create an uncomfortable environ-
ment for authors. The aim is to elicit feedback
to facilitate improved collaboration between
authors and editors. To achieve the proposed
objective, a qualitative study was conducted
using the information-gathering technique
known as “focus groups,” which enabled the
collection of detailed data regarding the au-
thors’ experiences and perceptions. The pri-
mary concepts related to difficulties in the ed-
itorial process were identified through content
analysis of these discussions. These concepts
were represented visually using a word map
and a treemap, facilitating a more comprehen-
sive understanding of the most problematic ar-
eas. The resulting descriptive analysis made it
possible to categorize the codes obtained into
four key dimensions:

« Editorial standards and formats
Selection and acceptance process
e Peer review and evaluation

Role of editors

The categorization allows for the organiza-
tion of the identified problems and provides a
foundation for the formulation of targeted rec-
ommendations. Among the most frequently cit-
ed issues are delays in the editorial process and
a perceived need for more editorial transparen-
cy. These problems result in the delayed publi-
cation of valuable research and engender feel-
ings of frustration and distrust among authors.
Other issues identified include a need for more
clarity regarding editorial standards, consis-
tency in requirements, the absence of adequate
feedback, and limitations on the number of au-
thors and publications permitted by journals.

1.1. Theoretical foundations

The role of scientific journals in the forma-
tion and evolution of science is of paramount
importance (Mendoza & Paravic, 2006). The
primary method for disseminating knowledge
is the communication of research results in
scientific journals. It is, therefore, of utmost
importance that this process is conducted op-
timally (Ashford, 2013; Candal-Pedreira et al.,
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2023; Colquitt & George, 2011; Geletkanycz &
Tepper, 2012; Grant & Pollock, 2011; Moher &
Altman, 2015). These publications have been
instrumental in the formation of specialized
social spaces dedicated to the advancement of
scientific knowledge, as they facilitate the ex-
change of ideas and the validation of discover-
ies through the peer review process (Musselin,
2013; Ramirez-Cardona & Calderén-Hernan-
dez, 2024). Moreover, scientific journals have
played a pivotal role in establishing standards of
quality and rigor in research, promoting trans-
parency and replicability in science (Firmino
da Costa et al., 2022; Rodriguez, 2013).

Scientific journals serve as a conduit for re-
searchers to broadcast their findings to the
scientific community and the general public in
a manner that is both practical and rigorous
(Ganga-Contreras et al., 2015; Gisbert & Chap-
arro, 2023; Matias-Guiu, 2020; Muradchanian
et al., 2023; Oxhorn, 2015). These communi-
cation devices are dedicated to the circulation
of research that has a significant social impact,
which is a crucial aspect of research uptake
(Deroy Dominguez, 2022; Ganga-Contreras et
al., 2020). In the academic community, scientif-
ic journals are regarded as a conduit for learn-
ing about foundational and ancillary aspects
of scientific production (Repiso et al., 2019). In
addition to their role in promoting science, re-
searchers consider them the most efficient me-
dium for keeping abreast of the latest advances
in a particular area of knowledge. They also
consider them to play a crucial role as a mecha-
nism for evaluating scientific activity and guar-
anteeing the quality of research results (Garcia
Hernandez & Garcia Gonzalez, 2023).

A distinctive feature of scientific publications
is the role of editorial committees and peer re-
viewers, who ensure minimum quality stan-
dards through refereeing or scientific review.
Within this framework, editors and their re-
spective editorial teams also play a leading role
(Matias-Guiu, 2020). Their responsibilities in-
clude safeguarding the quality of contributions
and defending opportunities for disseminating
scientific research results. It is, therefore, im-
perative that the initial evaluation conducted
by the editors is undertaken with the utmost
rigor, as the process of peer review is costly and
should not be employed on manuscripts that
fail to meet the fundamental requirements,
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including an adequate presentation of the
problem, a correct justification of the research
question, a central objective must be clearly
presented, the methodology comprehensively
described, the results clearly delineated, and
the findings and conclusions discussed in a
manner that responds to the primary purpose
(Deroy Dominguez, 2022; Ganga-Contreras
et al., 2022). While expertise in the specific
topic is not a prerequisite for the initial eval-
uator, they must possess a solid foundation in
research methodology and an understanding
of the essential characteristics of a scientific
article. This process safeguards the authority
and prestige of science, ensuring the quality
and accuracy of published information (Delga-
do-Lopez-Cozar & Ruiz-Pérez, 2009).

The role of the editor is of such significance
that Moher et al. (2017) have identified a com-
prehensive set of essential competencies, in-
cluding the capability to cultivate productive
relationships with the editorial team and jour-
nal proprietors and the obligation to oversee
copyright and licensing matters. Furthermore,
these authors highlight the importance of on-
going learning for editors. Conversely, O’Brien
et al. (2019) underscored the importance of a
productive model of editorial assistance and
ongoing training to enable editors to meet the
increasing demands of scientific publishing. It
is crucial to empower editors to provide valu-
able guidance and support to all stakeholders,
with a particular focus on novice authors. Those
new to the field of research have identified the
need for reform by editors, publishers, and so-
cieties to enhance the accessibility and efficacy
of the publication process. Prior research has
demonstrated that authors attach significance
to specific attributes of a journal, particularly
those pertaining to the caliber of the editorial
process, as they pertain to their decision to re-
apply. The timeliness of reviews and the quality
and complexity of referee reports are consid-
ered pivotal criteria for assessing experience
and performance. These studies have identified
the peer review process as an area of significant
interest from multiple perspectives. On the one
hand, it is regarded as a feedback mechanism
for scientists, while on the other, it is viewed
as a tool for decision-making in editorial man-
agement (Amin et al., 2024; Huisman & Smits,
2017; Severin & Chataway, 2021).
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In conclusion, scientific journals are of par-
amount importance for disseminating knowl-
edge and scientific progress, as they serve as
vital platforms for validating and spreading
research. However, editorial practices and
policies can significantly impact researchers’
experience, particularly those needing to gain
publishing experience. It is, therefore, essen-
tial that journals adopt clear editorial compe-
tencies and provide ongoing support in order
to enhance this process. In light of these con-
siderations, journals must adopt practices that
maintain high-quality standards and facilitate
a more accessible and effective method for all
researchers. This will enable the creation of a
more inclusive and productive academic envi-
ronment aligned with the goals of disseminat-
ing and advancing scientific knowledge.

2. METHODOLOGY

To investigate this phenomenon, the focus
group technique was employed to gain insight
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into the underlying factors influencing the
perceptions and behaviors of highly produc-
tive authors within their respective domains
of expertise. This approach fostered an envi-
ronment in which researchers were inclined
to engage in open and natural sharing of their
experiences with a group of equals who rec-
ognized and valued their contributions (Buss
Thofehrn et al., 2013; Carcelén Garcia et al.,
2024; Hamui-Sutton & Varela-Ruiz, 2013;
Krueger, 1991; Rodas Pacheco & Pacheco
Salazar, 2020). Researchers from various dis-
ciplinary backgrounds were invited to par-
ticipate in a focus group. The objective was
for them to reflect on the practices and poli-
cies currently employed by scientific journals
within their respective disciplinary areas and
those that they believe are inappropriate. The
activity was conducted in April 2024, and 12
Chilean researchers attended in person. Addi-
tionally, researchers from other countries con-
tributed via videoconference, as illustrated in
Table 1.

Name Country University Subject area Quotes H-index  i10-index
Researcher 1 Brazil Private Education 2.075 22 47
Researcher 2 Chile Public Migration 4.332 36 57
Researcher 3 Spain Public Information science 3.528 27 57
Researcher 4 Chile Public Physics 3.514 30 112
Researcher 5 Colombia Private Information science 329 7 7
Researcher 6 Chile Public Astronomy s/i s/i s/i
Researcher 7 Chile Private Education 111 17 26
Researcher 8 Chile Public Education 5.300 39 36
Researcher 9 Argentina Public Education 267 9 9
Researcher 10 Chile Private Education 13.471 59 274
Researcher 11 Chile Public History 2.250 23 60
Researcher 12 Mexico Public Political science 93 3 2

Table 1. Participants in the focus group.
Note: N/I: no information. Source: Prepared by the authors based on the focus group.

Once the fieldwork had been completed, the
focus group was transcribed in order to select
and deductively relate the various contribu-
tions within each pre-established analysis cat-
egory. Furthermore, the transcribed data were
employed to identify and introduce new catego-
ries that had not been initially considered. The
transcribed data were then organized using the
Atlas.ti software for subsequent content analy-
sis (Paulus & Lester, 2016). From a procedural
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standpoint, the document was initially sub-
jected to a preliminary review, after which an
inductive coding process was devised. In other
words, the codes were derived from the direct
contributions of the participants in the focus
group, as identified through the data analysis
process. A descriptive analysis of the main con-
cepts identified in the focus group was generat-
ed based on the content of the discussion. These
concepts were represented using a word map
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and a treemap, a data visualization technique
that shows them hierarchically in the form of
annotated rectangles. Based on the identified
concepts, the following two categories of anal-
ysis were established for the purpose of coding
and subsequent code debugging:

+ Rooting: Number of times a code occurs in a
text citation.

+ Density: Number of times a code is associat-
ed with another code within the document.

In order to ascertain the absolute and rel-
ative frequency of the codes within the docu-
ment and identify the leading practices that
affected the production of research results, a
descriptive quantification process was carried
out. Subsequently, the codes were categorized
into four dimensions:

« Editorial standards and formats: refers to
authors’ observations related to the rules
and procedures defined by scientific journals
for reviewing and publishing articles.

« Selection and acceptance process: referring to
the problems detected in the stages and pro-
cedures involved in evaluating and accepting
academic papers by scientific journals.

« Peer review and evaluation: refers to the
difficulties and challenges faced by authors
during the review and assessment of their
work by experts in the field. These problems
can include inadequate feedback from evalua-
tors, long review times, and evaluation delays.

« Roleof editors: referred to the challenges asso-
ciated with the role and decisions of editors in
the publishing process. It included issues such
as arbitrariness in editorial decision-making,
editors’ power over content, lack of editorial
transparency, and delays in the process.

The aforementioned categories informed the
qualitative analysis, thereby enabling the identifi-

cation of the primary issues within these contexts.

3. PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION
OF RESULTS

3.1. General review of concepts

As illustrated in Figure 1, the primary con-
cepts addressed by the authors during the
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focus group were identified through content
analysis. In this context, which is focused on
editorial practices that affect the scientific
production of research results, there is a high
frequency of terms such as: “Time (30),” “Eval-
uation (24),” and “Problem (20).” This suggests
that the authors emphasize the evaluation pro-
cess and associated challenges, such as waiting
times and other problems. Regarding time, one
author notes that “There are journals, for ex-
ample, that take excessive time for refereeing,
and there are some very efficient ones that take
two or three weeks. However, there are others
that take six or eight months, and even more
than a year.” In relation to other problems, it
is relevant to mention what the authors indi-
cate regarding the rejection of articles. Some
responses lack feedback, such as “We did not
like the article, we simply did not like it; please
send it to another journal,” or “The article
seems interesting, but it is not relevant to our
journal.”

The identification of concepts such as “Sys-
tem (13),” “Experience (11),” and “Format (11)”
highlights the significance of structural and
formal elements within the editorial context
of the journals in question. Additionally, the
prominence of other relevant concepts, includ-
ing “Production (10),” “Discussion (7),” and
“Reviewer (7),” suggests a concentration on the
dynamics of manuscript review and evaluation
within the journal environment.

3.2. Most frequent codes

Table 2 presents the most frequently occur-
ring codes integrated into the selected quotes
from the focus group. The classification of
these codes was based on their incidence and
percentage within the total number of incidents
documented in the text. The most frequently
occurring issues identified by the participants
are “delays in the editorial process” and “lack
of editorial transparency.” These account for
approximately 15% of the total number of inci-
dents within the codes. Furthermore, there is
a predisposition towards other impediments,
including “Lack of adequate feedback” and
“lack of clarity on editorial standards,” which
manifest with a frequency of just over 5% each.
Other issues identified by the authors include
“arbitrariness” in decision-making, “phase out
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Time 30 System 13

Evaluation 24

Problem 20

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Format 11 Number 7 Reviewer 7 Review 7 Discussion 7 Final &
Evaluator 13
Production 10
Form 6 Process 6 Level 6 Publication 6
Atlention €

Researcher 11
Template 7 Aspect § Answer 5 Thematic 5
Power 6
Experience 11
Indicator 7

Standard 6

Figure 1. Main concepts discussed by the authors.
Source: Own design, based on focus group, 2024.

of double-blind arbitration,” and “difficulties
finding an evaluator.” Editors frequently high-
light these challenges and can contribute to
delays in the overall editorial process. Each of

Code
Delays in the editorial process
Lack of editorial transparency
Form aspects
Lack of adequate feedback
Lack of clarity on editorial standards
Use of software
Arbitrariness
Phase out of double-blind arbitration
Difficulties finding an evaluator
Indicators
Standards
Publishers’ power in content
Excessive arbitration time
Other codes
Total

these aspects is present in 4.26% of cases. In
total, the 14 codes cited represent 66% of the
total number of codes classified in this process,
which comprises 31 codes in total.

Rooting Percentage
7 7.45%
7.45%
5.32%
5.32%
5.32%
5.32%
4.26%
4.26%
4.26%
4.26%
4.26%
4.26%
4.26%
34%
94 100%

A DA DDA DM D DM UV N

w
N

Table 2. Codes with the highest frequency.
Source: Own elaboration based on the focus group, 2024.

3.3. Editorial standards and formats

As illustrated in Figure 2, the analysis revealed
that authors encounter challenges from the
initial submission of their manuscripts. The
editorial standards and formats of the journals
impose limitations related to the phenome-
na that manifest themselves around them. As
previously stated, the most frequently cited is-
sue among authors in this category is the “lack
of clarity in standards,” which is primarily

6 Vol. 4, No. 3, 2024, 1-13. DOI: 10.47909/ijsmc.1454

attributed to inconsistency in editorial require-
ments about publication standards. Further-
more, concerns regarding the “lack of editorial
transparency” and the “formatting aspects” of
the publishing process were identified as sig-
nificant issues by the authors. In particular,
one participant offered the following obser-
vation regarding the issue of transparency:
“The evaluation process is frequently opaque,
in contrast to other editorial practices.” The
admission process is characterized by a high
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degree of specificity regarding the criteria that
must be met for an article to be accepted for
publication. However, the duration of the eval-
uation process is only sometimes transparent,
and in some cases, it is unnecessarily pro-
longed without explicit communication from
the journals. This participant indicated that
journals may not adhere to their established
evaluation deadlines.

Further issues have been identified, includ-
ing the “software use” and the interpretation of
“indicators.” In regard to the initial issue, one
author put forth the following hypothesis: “The
software is becoming increasingly complex,
necessitating the consideration of a multitude
of factors that could potentially impact the fi-
nal product.” As stated by the participant, this

> Software use
IS
O e——

Editorial practices and policies of scientific journals...

remark pertains to the observation that “re-
searchers utilize disparate software programs
to compose their work, and these formats are
not always adhered to.” Furthermore, the use
of spreadsheets is a topic of debate. It has been
observed that a significant number of authors
utilize a multitude of spreadsheet software to
develop their manuscripts. However, many of
these spreadsheets are diverse, and in many
cases, they result in complications for the au-
thors instead of being beneficial. Conversely,
recurring issues have been identified, includ-
ing the necessity for “citation currency,” “limit
on number of authors,” “antiplagiarism system
error,” and the existence of “procedural gaps.”
These problems contribute to malfunctions in
the journals’ editorial teams.

& Citation currency

ASSOCIATE WITH

©: e—

S ASSOCIATE WITH

S ASSOCIATE WITH

& Antiplagiarism system O Use of template

error
O e—

©: em—

IS ASSOCIATE WITH

& Indicators Editorial Guidelines

s AssOCIATE WiTH 0 cm— and Format

IS A PROPERTY OF

O Lack of editorial
& Procedural gaps transparency

©1 e Q7 —

ASSOCIATE WIT
1S ASSOCIATE WITH © ASSOCIATE WITH

O Lack of clarity in
standards

Os

15 ASSOCIATE WITH ISA IS ASS

15 ASSOCIATE WITH 1A

1S ASSOCIATE WITH

¢ Standards
O«

> Formatting aspects
Os

S ASSOCIATE WITH

1S ASSOCIATE WITH

OCIATE WITH 1S ASSOCIATE WITH

< Limit on number of
authors

©: eo—

Figure 2. Network diagram: Editorial standards and formats.
Source: Own elaboration, based on focus group, 2024.

3.4. Selection and acceptance practices

In the category of “selection and acceptance
practices,” a number of significant issues have
been identified. For example, the concept of “ar-
bitrariness” in decision-making is particularly
noteworthy, with a rootedness of 4 and a density
of 9. The authors associate this concept with the
decisions made by editors when determining
whether to submit a text for external evaluation

Iberoamerican Journal of Science Measurement and Communication

or with non-compliance with the guidelines de-
clared by the journal on its portal. Moreover,
the codes “lack of editorial transparency” and
“lack of adequate feedback” have been identi-
fied as obstacles to the aforementioned process.
In this context, delays in the editorial process
have been identified as a significant problem.
Moreover, with regard to the aforementioned
arbitrary decision-making, there is a proclivity
for certain authors to be favored, despite a lack
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of demonstrated ability to publish in a variety
of journals. These authors frequently appear in
the same journal on multiple occasions. Fur-
thermore, evidence suggests the existence of
a “gender gap” in the selection processes has

< Discrimination

O c—

O Gender gap
O -

O Lack of editorial & Arbitrariness
transparency 15 ASSOCIATE WITH 15 ASSOCIATE WiTH
| —
o7

& Preferred authors
O -

feedback
s

Selection and
acceptance practices

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

been indicated, along with other concerns, in-
cluding “discrimination,” “excessive revisions,”
and “procedural gaps.” These are directly asso-
ciated with the obstacles or bases for their de-
velopment (see Figure 3).

& Procedural gaps

O -

O Delays in the editorial
process IS ASSOCIATE WITH

O ———— O -

> Excessive revisions

& Lack of adequate

Figure 3. Network diagram: Selection and acceptance practices.
Source: Own elaboration, based on focus group, 2024.

3.5. Peer review and evaluation processes

In the context of the review and arbitration
process, a number of issues have been identi-
fied that impact the quality and efficiency of the
process itself. One of the most significant issues
is the “lack of adequate feedback” from review-
ers. One author offers the following commen-
tary: “Evaluators frequently request changes
that appear arbitrary and suggest additional
revisions without sufficiently focusing on the
evaluation of the article. One of my articles was
rejected by a journal that provided only cur-
sory and general evaluations, failing to clearly
indicate the fundamental issues that justified
the rejection.” Furthermore, the issue of “ex-
cessive review time” in the refereeing process
was identified. One of the participants in the
focus group stated, “Some arbitration process-
es are highly efficient, with a turnaround time
of two or three weeks. However, in other cases,
the wait time can extend to six months or more,
with instances exceeding a year.”

Moreover, there is a concern regarding the
“delay in double-blind review” process. In this
regard, one author offers the following opin-
ion: “It is frequently claimed that the journal in
question employs double-blind refereeing, yet

8 Vol. 4, No. 3, 2024, 1-13. DOI: 10.47909/ijsmc.1454

in practice this is not the case.” The discourse is
devoid of both discussion and commentary and
is instead characterized by a prevailing tone
of criticism. This is a reality that authors must
contend with, representing an additional and
limiting challenge when attempting to publish.
Other challenges authors encounter include
“difficulties finding a reviewer,” which in turn
delays the publication process. Furthermore,
instances of “discrimination,” “inconsistent
evaluations,” “excessive corrections,” and “revi-
sion errors” have been identified, representing
persistent challenges in the refereeing and re-
vision process. This is illustrated in Figure 4.

3.6. Role of editors

In regard to editors, a series of challenges have
been identified that impede their capacity to
ensure an effective and impartial editorial pro-
cess. One of the most significant issues is the
“lack of editorial transparency” and consisten-
cy in editorial decision-making, particularly in
the evaluation of submitted texts. The “arbi-
trariness” of editorial decisions is further com-
pounded in some journals that impose “limita-
tions on the number of authors” and “the limits
on the number of publications” an author can

Iberoamerican Journal of Science Measurement and Communication
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< Inconsistent
evaluations

O -

& Reviewer errors
15 ASSOCIATE WiTH
O -

IS THE CAUSE OF 1S THE CAUSE OF

& Lack of adequate
feedback Peer review and

o evaluation processes
—

IS ASSOCIATE WITH

> Excessive corrections

Q1 =

Editorial practices and policies of scientific journals...

> Delay in double-blind

IS ASSOCIATE WITH review

4

1S ASSOCIATE WITH S ASSOCIATE WITH

& Difficulties finding a
reviewer

& Excessive review time

1S THE CAUSE OF
© 4 ——
O ——

& Discrimination

O e—

Figure 4. Network diagram: Peer review and evaluation processes.
Source: Own elaboration, based on focus group, 2024.

produce within a specified period. One author
underscores the point by stating, “The impo-
sition of arbitrary limits on the number of au-
thors per article, such as a maximum of three
or four, has the potential to significantly impact
the integrity of research that is based on collab-
orative work teams.”

Another practice that has been identified is
the “editors’ power over content” for which they
are responsible. One author offers the following
explanation: “I made so many corrections at
the editor’s request that, upon reading the ar-
ticle for the final time, I was unable to identify
with it as my own work.” This situation, the re-
searcher continues, reflects a power imbalance
in which editors exert considerable influence
over scientists. Moreover, concerns have been
raised regarding the “lack of editorial trans-
parency,” particularly with regard to feedback
and the duration of the waiting period for au-
thors. This lack of clarity is also associated
with delays in the editorial process, which, in
turn, is the consequence of “difficulty in finding
reviewers.” These issues present a significant
challenge for editors and also create substantial
obstacles for authors in the publishing process.
Moreover, the conduct of editors has been ob-
served to manifest in several problematic ways,
including “discrimination,” “inconsistent eval-
uations,” “excessive corrections,” and a “lack of

Iberoamerican Journal of Science Measurement and Communication

technical capacity of editors.” In regard to this
matter, one author offers the following observa-
tion: “Editors lack both the requisite technical
skills and the requisite care needed to conduct
a thorough review of the results. It appears that
a considerable number of editors possess only
a modicum of experience and a narrow range
of qualifications as researchers. This deficit in
technical training is further compounded by
the increasing demand for publications from
both authors and editors.” One author states,
“The sheer volume of scientific output in the
world has exceeded our analytical capacity.”
These factors contribute to a context that pres-
ents a significant obstacle to scientific produc-
tion (see Figure 5).

4. CONCLUSIONS

This research has identified and analyzed the
editorial practices and policies established by
journals that impede the flow of publications
and affect their authors. The findings of this
study have highlighted the necessity for re-
forming current editorial practices to foster
a more equitable and efficient environment
for authors in the scientific publication pro-
cess. The findings reveal a recurring issue,
namely the perception of arbitrariness in ed-
itorial decisions, which engenders a sense of

Vol. 4, No. 3, 2024, 1-13. DOI: 10.47909/ijsmc.1454 9



Francisco Ganga-Contreras et al.

> Inconsistent

s & Reviewer errars
evaluations 1S ASSOCIATE WITH

©r - O -

IS THE CAUSE OF 1S THE CAUSE OF

O Lack of adequate
feedback
O e——— evaluation processes

Peer review and

S ASSOCIATE WITH

> Excessive corrections

O -

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

< Delay in double-blind

S ASSOCIATE WITH review

O e—

S ASSOCIATE WITH

IS ASSOCIATE WITH

& Difficulties finding a
reviewer

> Excessive review time

15 THE CAUSE OF
O e——

0 —

&> Discrimination

O e—

Figure 4. Network diagram: Peer review and evaluation processes.
Source: Own elaboration, based on focus group, 2024.

uncertainty and mistrust among authors. The
lack of adequate feedback hinders authors’
ability to refine their work and resubmit it
with enhanced prospects of success. Further-
more, delays in the review process impede the
dissemination of scientific knowledge, which
in turn affects the scientific community as a
whole. From the perspective of the focus group
participants, these aspects have a detrimental
impact on the quality and efficiency of the ed-
itorial process. The findings of this study are
consistent with those of previous research, in-
cluding studies by Huisman and Smits (2017),
Severin and Chataway (2021), and Amin et al.
(2024). These studies have identified response
times in the review process and the quality
of evaluations as the most significant factors
influencing authors’ perceptions of journal
quality. It is crucial to acknowledge the con-
straints of this study, including the qualitative
nature of the focus groups, which limits the
generalizability of the findings. It is important
to acknowledge that the sample does not ful-
ly represent the geographical and disciplinary
diversity of scientific communities. Conse-
quently, the findings should be interpreted
with caution. Despite these limitations, the
study offers valuable insights into the chal-
lenges authors currently face in the scientific
publishing system. Furthermore, it provides a

10 Vol. 4, No. 3, 2024, 1-13. DOI: 10.47909/ijsmc.1454

basis for generating feedback that can facili-
tate enhanced cooperation between authors
and publishers.

To further enhance our comprehension and
optimize the scientific publishing system, we
propose a series of prospective research av-
enues. One avenue for future research would
be to conduct quantitative studies to ascertain
the prevalence of issues such as delays in the
publishing process and a lack of transparency.
Furthermore, a comparative analysis between
disciplines and geographical regions would be
beneficial in order to identify significant varia-
tions and common patterns in editorial practic-
es. This would facilitate a more nuanced under-
standing of how disparate fields of knowledge
and regional contexts address editorial chal-
lenges, thereby enabling the development of
tailored solutions that are responsive to diverse
needs. A further crucial avenue of inquiry would
be to assess the efficacy of interventions aimed
at enhancing the transparency and efficiency of
the review process. Such interventions could
include the implementation of more transpar-
ent and consistent policies, the training of re-
viewers, and the adoption of technologies that
facilitate communication and monitoring of the
review process. The assessment of the impact of
these interventions would facilitate the identifi-
cation of optimal practices and their promotion
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across a diverse range of scientific journals.
Furthermore, it is deemed crucial to incorpo-
rate the input of editors, peer reviewers, and
other stakeholders to gain a comprehensive un-
derstanding of editorial practices and their im-
plications for global scientific production. The
incorporation of these disparate perspectives
would facilitate the discovery of elements that
might otherwise remain unidentified, while si-
multaneously cultivating a more constructive
discourse surrounding the enhancement of the
publishing system.

This research offers a critical and reflective
perspective on the publishing practices that
shape scientific production. It underscores the
necessity for reforms in the publishing system,
with the aim of enhancing the quality, fairness,
and efficiency of the publication process. This
will ensure that scientific advances make a sub-
stantial contribution to global knowledge. It is
only through a unified and collaborative ap-
proach between authors, editors, and reviewers
that the path of continuous improvement can
be maintained, ensuring continued support for
high-quality scientific research.
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