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1. Introduction of each journal

• Journal of Epidemiology (Japan Epidemiological Association)

• International Journal of Epidemiology (International Epidemiological 
Association)

• Epidemiology and Health (Korean Society of Epidemiology)

• Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health (BMJ journals)



Journal of Epidemiology

https://jeaweb.jp/journal/index.html

- Official journal of the Japan Epidemiological Association, established in 1991
- Open-access, peer-reviewed international journal
- Broad range of topics in epidemiology pertaining to the health of populations 

worldwide
- About 60% of submissions coming from countries/regions outside Japan

Quick + Rigorous
To first editorial decision:             6 days
To acceptance:                          140 days 
Acceptance to early publication: 23 days 

* All figures are median in 2023.

High impact
Impact factor: 3.7

Scopus CiteScore: 7.5 
(2023)

* Five Year Impact Factor: 3.5 (2023)

Affordable
70,000JPY/article (Member)

180,000JPY/article (Non-member)

≒1,300USD  * Up to 7 printed pages.
10,000JPY/page for 8+ printed pages.

Follow me!
@J_Epidemi



Featured article: Paper of the Year 2023

https://doi.org/10.2188/jea.JE20210493

- Shorter desired longevity was significantly associated 
with an increased risk of all-cause, cancer and 
suicide mortality.

- 30.4% of the association between longevity and all-
cause mortality was mediated by smoking and other 
unhealthy lifestyles.



Variety of countries/regions and topics
Italy and European countries: tobacco

Italy and European countries: tobacco

Egypt and Japan: 
work-family conflict (“ikigai”)

Shanghai, China: ginseng and mortality 

Hawaii and California, US: 
rice and colorectal cancer

Malaysia: physical activity and QOL
Republic of Korea and Japan: 
mobile phone and brain tumor

Taiwan: radiation and cancer

Thailand: cholangiocarcinoma



• Official journal of the International 
Epidemiology Association

• First issue 1972

• Editors-in-Chief Stephen Leeder & Alistair 
Woodward

• Sydney-based editorial team: Katherine 
McLeod, Elsina Meyer, Tania Janusic, Marion 
Carey

• Published by Oxford University Press

• Editorial Board includes 54 leading 
epidemiologists from every IEA region

• Subscription included in IEA membership









Date Event

November 1979 First issue of Korean Journal of Epidemiology (KJE) published in Korean

September 2009 Renamed to Epidemiology and Health (epiH), published in English, Open-Access

October 2010 Indexed in PubMed Central (PMC)

January 2016 Indexed in MEDLINE

June 2017 Indexed in SCOPUS (via MEDLINE sourcing)

January 2018 Indexed in Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ)

February 2018 Indexed in Emerging Sources Citation Index (eSCI)

December 2018 Indexed in Korean Citation Index (KCI)

August 2020 Indexed in Science Citation Index Expanded (SCIE)

June 2021 Clarivate’s JCR 2020; JIF = 3.282 (63.8 percentile)

June 2022 Clarivate’s JCR 2021; JIF = 5.919 (79.3 percentile)

June 2023 Clarivate’s JCR 2022; JIF = 3.8 (61.6 percentile)

June 2024 Clarivate’s JCR, 2023; JIF = 2.2 (53.2 percentile)



2023 2024 Total

Article accepted 103 31 135

Article withdrawn 10 2 12

Article rejected 508 266 775

Acceptance rate 16.6% 10.4% 14.6%

Article acceptance rate in 2023



Top 20 submitting countries Top 20 publishing countries

Iran Korea
Korea Iran
India China
China United States

Ethiopia India
Indonesia Ethiopia

Türkiye Taiwan
Brazil Brazil

Saudi Arabia Japan
United States Malaysia

Pakistan Indonesia
Malaysia Canada
Thailand Nigeria
Nigeria Thailand

Morocco Peru
Taiwan Singapore
Japan Spain
Spain Jordan

Bangladesh Sweden
Philippines Algeria
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Waiting for your submission!



2. FAQs from early-career researchers

Topic 1: Write and submit

Topic 2: Review and decision 

Topic 3: Revise                       

Topic 4: Technical issues       



How to write a good paper? -structure

Hourglass

Start with broad literature
Narrow to specific focuses
End with broad perspectives

https://www.adinstruments.com/blog/tips-writing-scientific-paper



How to write a good paper? – overall

Clear backgrounds and goals

Rigid and reliable methods

Convincing (and visualized) results

Clear potential impacts

Clear and rigid

Writing starts with planning

Consistency

https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/3-cs-
improve-your-writing-margo-sugarman/

Clarity, Conciseness and Consistency



Why is my paper “desk rejected”?

Not clear and Not rigid

Un-clear backgrounds and goals

Non-rigid and unreliable methods

Unconvincing (and ambiguous) results

Unclear potential impacts

Inconsistencies

Writing starts with planning



Some appearance issues
- Superficial cover letter (e.g. copy-and-paste of a template)

- Badly formatted manuscript (starting with figures)

- Too many figures/tables

- Mismatch between methods and results

- Mismatch between results and conclusion

Find a good reviewer/reader on your own



Is cover letter important? 
What information should be included in cover letter?
• Editors read it

• Cover letter tells how experienced you are as a researcher

• Often, it is one of the core materials for editors’ decision 

(as well as Abstract and figures/tables)

• Basic checkpoints
1. Address the editor by their name if you know it
2. Include your manuscript title and the name of the journal
3. Briefly describe your research. Why is it important? (Do NOT exaggerate)
4. State that your paper has not been published/under consideration by another 

journal
5. Declare any COIs or confirm there are none
6. Include contact information
7. Signature, if possible



Can I ask the editor about the possibility of my 
manuscript before submission?

⇒Yes, but many journals would just respond to it with a template



How is my manuscript processed after submission?

• Manuscripts are assessed by a ‘triage’ editor, who recommends desk reject, review or 
discussion at an editorial meeting 

• A second triage editor will look at papers where the first editor recommended review or 
was undecided, to see if they can reach a consensus

• Papers that still remain undecided are discussed at an editorial meeting, and the 
Editors-in-Chief make a decision

• Papers with a review decision are assigned to an editor; they will either invite reviewers 
or recommend reject based on their own expert assessment

• Once sufficient reviews are received (which can take some time), the editor will make 
a recommendation, and an Editor-in-Chief will make a decision



What’s the difference between “Major” and “Minor” revision?

• Major revision: allows more time to revise (4 months) and indicates the paper has 
~50% chance of acceptance

• Minor revision: shorter period to revise (2 months) but more likely to be ultimately 
accepted

• Major revision often requires new analysis, sensitivity analysis etc, or fixing 
methodological problems

• Minor revision usually involves changes that should be relatively easy for the 
authors to make, including things like clarifying wording, fixing typos and minor 
errors



What is the decisive factor to judge as “Reject” after review?

• Often there’s no single decisive factor but a combination of problems, e.g.

– Major methodological flaws 

– Problems identified are too many or considered too difficult to overcome with 
revision

– Reviewers find the paper to be of insufficient interest or novelty for the journal

• Rejection of a paper after it has been revised is usually due to inadequate author 
response to the reviewers’ comments, and/or the editors and reviewers feeling the 
authors will be unable to improve the paper enough to make it acceptable



Can I make a rebuttal against the journal’s decision?

• Yes, decisions can be appealed

• The editors will assess the merits of the appeal to see if there is a valid 
case for reconsidering the decision

• Appeals are rarely successful



Topic 3: How To Revise

Hyeon Chang Kim, MD, PhD

Department of Preventive Medicine, Yonsei University College of Medicine, Seoul, Korea

Editor-in-Chief, Epidemiology and Health (epiH), Korean Society of Epidemiology



Can I ask for an extension of the deadline?

Yes, you can request an extension. 

If you provide a valid reason and specify the length of the extension, the 
editor will usually grant it. However, special issues or editorial board 
schedules may prevent approval of extension.

Still, it's best to submit your revision as soon a possible. A long delay may 
cause reviewers to forget their previous comments, or they might raise 
new issues. Additionally, similar papers may be published in the meantime, 
making your manuscript less novel or interesting.



Can I ask for an extension of the deadline?

Subject: Request for Extension of Revision Deadline

Dear [Editor’s Name],

I hope you are well. I am writing to request a 4-week extension for submitting the revision 
of my manuscript titled “[Manuscript Title]” (Manuscript ID: [ID number]). Re-extracting 
the research dataset for additional analysis is required to address the review comments, 
and I need the additional time to ensure thorough and accurate results.

I appreciate your understanding and consideration of this request, and I will submit the 
revised manuscript within the extended time frame. Thank you for your time. 

I look forward to your response.

Best Regards,

[Your Name]



What should be included in a point-to-point response letter?

A good point-to-point response letter should include the following:

1.Summary of the comment or question: Briefly restate the reviewer’s comment or 
question and express gratitude for their feedback.

2.Actions taken: Explain the additional analyses performed, any revisions to the text, tables, 
or figures that were made in response to the comment.

3.Direct reference to changes: Clearly indicate the specific changes made, including the 
exact location in the manuscript (e.g., page and line number) where the revisions have 
been implemented.

4.Include the revised text: Directly quoting the updated sections in the response letter can 
help reviewers evaluate the changes more efficiently, making the review process smoother.

This structure ensures clarity and transparency in addressing each of the reviewer’s points.



What should be included in a point-to-point response letter?

1. Large exclusion of people already on anti-hypertensive medications limits the 
generalizability. I would mention this as a limitation.

[Response] 
We agree with the reviewer that the exclusion of participants on antihypertensive 
medication at baseline, despite relatively small proportion (1.2%), poses some limitation to 
generalizability. We have added this limitation to the revised manuscript:

Page 14 line 22:

“Third, we excluded participants taking antihypertensive medication at baseline, because the number was 

small (1.2% of participants before exclusion), and antihypertensive medication use could affect the strength of 

association between BP and health outcomes.32,39 Therefore, it remains uncertain whether our results are 

generalizable to persons taking antihypertensive medication.”



What should be included in a point-to-point response letter?

If you think the reviewer's comment is wrong:

You don't have to agree with the reviewer's opinion without question. Instead, clearly 
highlight the differences between the reviewer's view and yours (as the authors) and 
explain the reasoning behind your decision.

If you receive the same incorrect comment more than once:

It’s likely an issue on the authors' part. This could mean that the paper is written in a way 
that leads to misunderstandings for readers. Otherwise, it may suggest that you made a 
mistake. Take an objective look at why this feedback was given. It might also help to seek 
advice from someone familiar with the field but not directly involved with your paper.



What should be included in a point-to-point response letter?

Reviewer 1. Comment 5. While the current analysis is satisfactory, many have moved to 
competing risk analysis for less biased results. Perhaps discuss this as a limitation of the 
study.

Reviewer 3. Comment 2. Did the authors account for the competing risk of death in the 
Cox models in the individual endpoint analyses?

[Response]

Given that our original analyses were death-censored, the HRs were equivalent to cause-
specific HRs for the endpoints. As an alternative method for competing risk analysis, Fine-
Gray model was used to calculate sub-distribution HRs for the endpoints. The Cox and Fine-
Gray models yielded similar HRs for CVD events associated with BP groups. The following 
table and passages have been added to the revised manuscript:



What should be included in a point-to-point response letter?

Page 8 lines 8: 

“Three sensitivity analyses were conducted. First, Fine-Gray models were fitted to calculate HRs for CVD 
events in the presence of a competing risk of death.”

Page 10 line 23:

“In competing risk analyses, the results from the original Cox model and the Fine-Gray model were similar in 
terms of point estimates of CVD risk for each BP group (Supplemental Table 2).



How should I handle contradicting review comments?

Analyze the Comments Carefully:
• Check if the comments are truly contradictory or can be addressed together.

• Decide which comment would most improve your paper if you must choose one.

Seek Guidance from the Editor:
• See if the editor has given any advice on the conflicting comments.

• You can contact the editor for advice on which comments to prioritize.

Address Each Comment Individually:
• Tackle each comment separately rather than trying to reconcile contradictory points.

• Provide a detailed response to all comments, even those you disagree with.

Focus on Improving the Paper:
• Use the contradictory comments to clarify and strengthen your manuscript.

• Make changes that genuinely improve the paper, not just to satisfy reviewers.

Explain Your Approach to the Editor:
• In your response letter, explain how you handled the conflicting comments.

• Mention major conflicts in a note to the editor, if needed.



Should I consider a sister journal if proposed?

• Time-Saving: direct transfer of manuscript and reviews.

• Streamlined Process: avoid full resubmission.

• Better Fit: may align more closely with your research.

• Open Access Option: increased visibility and reach.

• Utilization of Reviews: existing feedback can enhance your paper.

• Reputation: potentially lower impact factor or less recognition.

• Less established: might be newer of less well-indexed.

• Fees: possible article processing charges (APCs).

• Scope Misalignment: may not fully suit your research.

• Pressure: quick decision may be required.

Pros

Cons





SCIENTIFIC QUESTIONS 

I.     Is this a new and original contribution?           

II.     Is the topic      

        A.  Suitable for the journal?      

        B. Of broad international interest?  

        C. Better suited for local journal/audience?          

III.     Is the quality assurance/quality control documented?      

IV.     Quantity of data presented                           

          [] Too much     [] Adequate     [] Too little 

V.     Quality of interpretation and conclusions 

VI.    Support of interpretations/conclusions by data presented. 

VII.   Importance of this work. 







miquel porta
Bergen

30 05 17

the art of crafting metaphors

in science









Topic 4: Technical issues 

-Can I upload my manuscript on a preprint server before 
submission?

- Is there a waiver of publication fee/article processing 
charge (for open access)?

- Does your journal take similarity check for each 
manuscript?



3. Questions from audience

Please feel free to ask any questions in 
English/Japanese/Korean/your own language



Thank you for your participation!
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