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Aims and Scope 
 
Are these clearly defined for your 
journal? 
 
Are they easy to find and to read? 
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Subject matter 
 
Specialist or generalist 
 
Level of specialty 
 
International or regional 
 
Research or educational 
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European Science Editing publishes articles covering 
all aspects of scientific editing and publishing.  It 
includes research articles, meeting reports, essays 
and viewpoints, book and website reviews, as well as 
highlighting events, resources and publications of 
interest to members. An informative and 
entertaining read, it helps editors keep up to date 
with major issues that are relevant to them.  
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The Lancet Psychiatry 

We publish original research, reviews, and personal views, as 
well as timely news and comment about all aspects of 
psychiatry. Topics considered by the journal include 
psychopharmacology, psychotherapy and psychosocial 
approaches to all psychiatric disorders, across the life course. 
The journal will cover innovative treatments and the biological 
research underpinning such developments, novel methods of 
service delivery, and new ways of thinking about mental illness 
promoted by social psychiatry. The journal will also advocate 
strongly for the rights of people with mental health disorders, 
and welcome the voices of service users.  
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Conduct, Reporting, Editing, and Publication of Scholarly Work 
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Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) code of conduct for 
editors. We follow COPE's guidelines. 

http://www.icmje.org/
http://www.icmje.org/
http://www.icmje.org/
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/New_Code.pdf
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Ithenticate 
http://www.ithenticate.com/ 
 
Google or Google Scholar 
 
Other systems? 
 
Papers in languages other than English? 
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http://www.ithenticate.com/
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Methods 
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UK Health Research Authority  
 
Any project should build on a review of current 
knowledge.  
 
Replication to check the validity of previous 
research is justified, but unnecessary 
duplication is unethical. 
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review and include references to any relevant literature 
published subsequent to that systematic review 
 
Where no such systematic review exists, authors should 
review the relevant evidence (using a methodology that 
systematically identifies, critically appraises and then 
synthesises the available evidence) 
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Setting research in 
context 

More than half of the reports of clinical trials do not set their 
results in the context of the totality of evidence (Glasziou et 
al.  Reducing waste from incomplete or unusable reports of 
biomedical research.  Lancet 2014) 
 
Now, all research papers submitted to any Lancet journal 
must include a ‘Research in context’ panel. The editors 
“hope that increasing the prominence of putting research 
into context in the submission and publication stages will 
help researchers, institutions and funders make decisions 
earlier in the process on which research questions to 
address and fund.”.   
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CONSORT 2010 checklist of information to include when reporting a randomised trial* 
 

Section/Topic 
Item 
No Checklist item 

Reported 
on page No 

Title and abstract 

 1a Identification as a randomised trial in the title  

1b Structured summary of trial design, methods, results, and conclusions (for specific guidance see CONSORT for abstracts)  

Introduction 

Background and 

objectives 

2a Scientific background and explanation of rationale  

2b Specific objectives or hypotheses  

Methods 

Trial design 3a Description of trial design (such as parallel, factorial) including allocation ratio  

3b Important changes to methods after trial commencement (such as eligibility criteria), with reasons  

Participants 4a Eligibility criteria for participants  

4b Settings and locations where the data were collected  

Interventions 5 The interventions for each group with sufficient details to allow replication, including how and when they were 

actually administered 

 

Outcomes 6a Completely defined pre-specified primary and secondary outcome measures, including how and when they 

were assessed 

 

6b Any changes to trial outcomes after the trial commenced, with reasons  

Sample size 7a How sample size was determined  

7b When applicable, explanation of any interim analyses and stopping guidelines  

Randomisation:    

 Sequence 

generation 

8a Method used to generate the random allocation sequence  

8b Type of randomisation; details of any restriction (such as blocking and block size)  

 Allocation 

concealment 

mechanism 

9 Mechanism used to implement the random allocation sequence (such as sequentially numbered containers), 

describing any steps taken to conceal the sequence until interventions were assigned 

 

 Implementation 10 Who generated the random allocation sequence, who enrolled participants, and who assigned participants to 

interventions 

 

Blinding 11a If done, who was blinded after assignment to interventions (for example, participants, care providers, those 

assessing outcomes) and how 

 



 
 

Blinding 11a If done, who was blinded after assignment to interventions (for example, participants, care providers, those 

assessing outcomes) and how 

 

11b If relevant, description of the similarity of interventions  

Statistical methods 12a Statistical methods used to compare groups for primary and secondary outcomes  

12b Methods for additional analyses, such as subgroup analyses and adjusted analyses  

Results 

Participant flow (a 

diagram is strongly 

recommended) 

13a For each group, the numbers of participants who were randomly assigned, received intended treatment, and 

were analysed for the primary outcome 

 

13b For each group, losses and exclusions after randomisation, together with reasons  

Recruitment 14a Dates defining the periods of recruitment and follow-up  

14b Why the trial ended or was stopped  

Baseline data 15 A table showing baseline demographic and clinical characteristics for each group  

Numbers analysed 16 For each group, number of participants (denominator) included in each analysis and whether the analysis was 

by original assigned groups 

 

Outcomes and 

estimation 

17a For each primary and secondary outcome, results for each group, and the estimated effect size and its 

precision (such as 95% confidence interval) 

 

17b For binary outcomes, presentation of both absolute and relative effect sizes is recommended  

Ancillary analyses 18 Results of any other analyses performed, including subgroup analyses and adjusted analyses, distinguishing 

pre-specified from exploratory 

 

Harms 19 All important harms or unintended effects in each group (for specific guidance see CONSORT for harms)  

Discussion 

Limitations 20 Trial limitations, addressing sources of potential bias, imprecision, and, if relevant, multiplicity of analyses  

Generalisability 21 Generalisability (external validity, applicability) of the trial findings  

Interpretation 22 Interpretation consistent with results, balancing benefits and harms, and considering other relevant evidence  

Other information  

Registration 23 Registration number and name of trial registry  

Protocol 24 Where the full trial protocol can be accessed, if available  

Funding 25 Sources of funding and other support (such as supply of drugs), role of funders  

 



 
 

CONSORT 2010 Flow Diagram 
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Adherence to study protocol 

Full reporting 
 

 
Lancet journals require results of the primary 
outcome and all secondary outcomes unless the 
protocol specifies an interim analysis or a 
publication plan with multiple papers 
 



 
Adherence to study protocol 

Full reporting 
 

 
Prevents ‘salami’ publication: many small papers 
from a single study 
 
Prevents ‘burying’ of negative results or failed 
studies 
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AllTrials campaign 
 
ICJME 
 
Results to be made available 
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To make best use of 
peer reviewers 

Why is this important? 



Peer reviewers 

A valuable resource 
 
Who are they? 



Peer reviewers 

Subject specialists 
 
General overview 
 
Statistical experts 
 
Solomon 



Peer reviewers 
 

Subject specialists 
 
Examples of types of expertise might 
require 



Peer reviewers 
Subject specialists 

Local knowledge for a regional study 
 
Knowledge of the database/registry used 
 
Knowledge of equipment/tools used  
(includes questionnaires or rating scales) 
 
Knowledge of the species or disease 
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Peer reviewers 

European Science Editing 
 
Two for Research Articles 



Peer reviewers 

The Lancet Psychiatry 
 
Research articles: 2-3 clinical 
                                  1 statistical 
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Peer reviewers 
Editorial Board 

Agreement that will review certain number of 
papers per year? 
 
Balance between overwork and not ‘pulling their 
weight’ 
 
Ask them to recommend other reviewers, 
including juniors from their own team 



Peer reviewers 
 

Case study 
 
You invite an expert in the relevant field to review 
a manuscript.  They reply that they have a keen 
graduate student who could do it. 
 
How do you reply? 
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Peer reviewers 
Previous authors 

Search relevant databases for related 
publications 
 
Search reference list of manuscript 
 
Invite authors of papers you have published in 
your journal on a similar topic 
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Editorial Board 
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List of previous reviewers 
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reviewers 

Check for co-authorship – Scopus 
 
Check that they have published in this area 
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