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3. Selecting a Journal

To understand the development of electronic journals, I believe it is vital to address the question of how authors choose to publish in a new publishing venue. Content recruitment has been a persistent problem for new electronic journals (Taubes 1996), and concerns about content recruitment were certainly expressed by editors and publishers in the context of both journals in this study. Because authors have other, more traditional options, content recruitment is probably problematic for new journals, even in traditional formats. Why then do some authors choose to pursue and unfamiliar and largely untested option— publication in a new journal— especially when that journal is an electronic journal? And what is the decision process that authors are using to decide to publish in an electronic journal?

When I spoke with authors who had made the decision to publish in my study journals (Journal E and Journal P), each of them provided extensive descriptions of their interests and concerns. Making the data even richer, most authors also offered comparisons of this decision and previous journal selection decisions. Looking at the issue from the other side, editors in turn discussed their concerns with, and strategies for recruiting, contributors. Publishers described strategies for achieving general acceptance of the journals. 

These discussions suggested a set of common decision elements that influence an author’s decision. Based on my content analysis, these elements are:

article quality 

personal obligations 

turnaround time

review process

audience size

audience character

niche

special features

journal prestige.

These elements interact in a process that authors, publishers, and editors described as attempting to match articles and journals. Each actor in the publication process has varying control over several, but usually not all, of the elements. Also, not all elements come into play in each situation. Taken together, however, the restricted set of elements are familiar to all the actors, who try to account for them to the best of their ability. Table 1 lists the decision elements and the number of informants mentioning each element. 

Table 1. Number of Informants Mentioning Each Decision Element by Group.


Authors
Editors and Publishers



Journal E

N=7
Journal P

N=6
Journal E

N=4
Journal P

N=2


Article quality
2
5
3
1


Audience character
6
3
3
2


Audience size
4
3
2
0


Journal prestige
7
6
3
2


Niche
6
6
3
1


Personal obligation
5
4
1
0


Review process
4
3
1
1


Special features
7
2
3
0


Turnaround time
5
5
3
1


After elaborating these decision elements and their interactions, I present a working model of the journal selection process, compare patterns of decision elements among authors, and consider the role of social relationships in the decision-making process.

Journal Selection Decision Elements

Article Quality

Participants in the publishing enterprise, from authors to editors to readers, make subjective judgments about the quality of an article. Authors were often quite open in sharing their judgments of how the article they placed in Journal E or Journal P compared to others they had written or planned to write. Also, an author’s judgment of article quality can change during the writing process. Participants recognized that quality judgments are necessarily subjective and that individuals frequently disagreed in their judgments of article quality. For instance, several authors expressed the opinion that editors had underrated the quality of particular articles. 

Author M1, who published in Journal P, offered a frank, if somewhat unflattering assessment of his article.

I didn't feel that it was a paper that would get into Ecology, for example, but this type of journal it partially... This paper has theoretical value to it, but it's not—I don't know how to say it without saying it too badly —it's not a bad paper, but it's not a paper that is of the quality that a set of reviewers for Ecology, for example, would recommend it for publication. There's some speculation in there.

This author’s statement illustrates a common shorthand for describing an article’s quality: an assessment of which journals might be likely to accept the article, assuming the subject matter to be appropriate. Authors did use terms such as “a good paper,” but the ecologists often described a sort of yardstick on which Science and Nature marked the highest levels of article quality, Ecology marked a lower level, and other journals marked even lower levels.

Personal Obligations

Many informants expressed a sense that some community members felt obligated to contribute work to a journal because of personal ties, professional commitments, or some combination of both. Often the sense of obligation arose out of being a member of a journal’s editorial board, or from receiving an invitation to write from a respected colleague or former mentor. Author A1 described how a personal relationship influenced his decision to submit an article to Journal E.

It turned out that the senior editor, [name omitted], was a former mentor of mine, on one of my thesis committees at [University], and he’s also on the science board where I was working at the [an ecology research center], and basically he just asked me if I had anything that I would like to submit. Since they were getting the journal started, they sought particular articles. So actually it was an invited submission.

Turnaround Time

My informants frequently mentioned time constraints. In some cases, concerns about the amount of time passing between acceptance of an article for publication and its distribution in published form were an important consideration. The length of this turnaround period is a characteristic of a particular journal and can vary considerably between journals. New journals typically have an advantage over established journals in that there are unlikely to be backlogs of articles awaiting publication and thus the turnaround time is minimized. Although the label turnaround time tends to reflect the viewpoint of the authors, it is clearly intimately related to the idea of a publishing backlog, which was a label more commonly used by an editor or publisher staff member. T1, an author from Journal P, described the impact of this consideration on her publication decision process:

I had the manuscript and I was thinking where to submit and this new journal came up and I heard that they may publish it very quickly. And that was one of the motivations for me, too. It would be published probably quicker than any other one. Because it was a new one, they don’t have a line of papers waiting for reviews yet.

Review Process

Each journal has a standard manner in which the review process is conducted that includes the selection of reviewers, handling of correspondence, copy editing, and sending of page proofs, for example. In some instances, the editor plays a role in shaping this process. As the earlier quote about article quality suggests, the review process involves a certain judgment of quality. It also consumes a certain amount of time, affecting the turnaround time. There are also other characteristics and benefits from the process that can prove of minor importance in the journal selection process.

Author D2, who frequently does interdisciplinary work, described how her experiences with past review processes caused her to give this factor extra consideration in her journal selection decisions and encouraged her to submit her paper to Journal E.

I've had some experience in the difficulties of publishing interdisciplinary papers. It's always hard because, even if the journal you're sending the interdisciplinary paper to is interested in interdisciplinary kinds of things, there's always the problem that reviewers are probably in the discipline. So a reviewer who either feels that you've done a superficial job with their discipline—which is often the case if you're doing something of an interdisciplinary nature—you can get a rough ride from them. And sometimes they don't understand what you've done, so you can also have problems there. So it can be quite hard to be sure that you're going to be getting useful peer review. 

I would guess that people who write interdisciplinary papers probably find in takes twice as long on the average, to get a paper out than going head-to-head with people who are just firmly within a discipline and kind of always chugging out papers that match a formula. So I sort of knew what to expect and I was pleased to see that somebody was pleased to look at a paper that wasn't squarely within one discipline or another, and in this case it turned out to be easier than my past experiences have been.

Audience Size and Audience Character

Authors often considered a journal’s audience in the decision process. Making this assessment was particularly challenging in the case of new journals, such as Journal E and Journal P. Many authors, nevertheless, expressed some estimation of the nature of the audience, in both size and character. Some individuals seemed more concerned with the absolute size of a journal’s audience than the actual composition of the audience. Again, Author D2 provided a particularly articulate expression of the concern with audience size in her discussion of her journal selection process.

And, of course, the other thought was—it's not clear to me what the readership of [Journal E] is, yet. Whether it's more widely available to people than a print journal would be? I'm not sure about that. Certainly it's easier to get at than having to go over to the library, but I don't know how many people know about it. So that's a very good question. That's certainly something that crossed my mind—how is my readership going to be in this particular situation? But I guess I was counting on the possibility of sending papers out to folks that might not have heard about it but might be interested anyway. So that's another aspect of it.

Authors were also interested in characteristics of the audience that were not related to its size. For instance, the audience may be composed largely of academic readers or policy makers. Author Y1 described his hopes for the type of audience Journal E might reach.

Well, the general perception of the audience who's reading it now is that they’re either biologists or ecologists, just looking at the nature of the article. Which isn't a natural audience for us per se, but I was interested in the chance to get exposure to them, because there is this incredible gulf between the economic side and the more scientific, biological, ecology side. 

Niche

The niche concept describes in general terms the topical focus of a journal. It is somewhat broader than just the subject area covered. The niche might also include concepts of style, such as openness to taking review papers or idea papers. Sometimes the audience was used as a kind of shorthand for describing a journal’s niche. This is not surprising, since there is a close relationship between a journal’s topic and its readers’ research interests. Author L1 used this shorthand to describe the niches of several prominent ecology journals that were not in the study:

If you want to communicate to a general audience of ecosystem ecologists as opposed to communicating within a more narrow range of aquatic ecosystem ecologists, you decide to publish in Ecology, which is a general journal. So that decision was made a while ago, that we wanted to publish our result in Ecology as opposed to Limnology and Oceanography because Ecology was the journal where examples of the type of experiment we had performed had been published, including a major paper of exactly the same type by [editor of Journal P] in the 1980’s that I was a co-author on.

Although it sounds initially as if L1 is using the audience as the decision criterion, the comment about the type of paper published reveals that this is a sort of shorthand for the topical focus of each journal. 

The editors of the two journals had a strong sense of the niche of each. 

Editor S1:  I don’t think it should be a very big journal. Papers in a traditional journal—there will be many, many papers but each paper typically speaking to a small audience. I’d like to see [Journal E] be a slim journal with every article having a much broader range of interest. That too defines a different niche in ecology, in addition to the other things I mentioned, and yet not in any sense a policy journal like Environment, for example, that’s a policy journal. This is not a policy journal. This is a pre policy journal, if you wish. There’s the foundations from which policy can emerge.

Editor Q1: Well, it covers an area that has never had its own journal. Ecosystems science has always been published in a variety of different journals. There has never been one that just focused on the dynamics of ecosystems and we’re using ecosystems to include broad scales, which has typically been labeled as landscapes as well. So I see that as one big plus. The second is that I think that there is tremendous opportunity for better integration of what is considered traditional ecosystems science and traditional landscape-level research. We don’t have a very good understanding of how large areas function when you consider the spatial dynamics in particular. And I think that having a journal in which that integration is explicitly acceptable and laid out as an important priority is a big plus. 

Editor S1’s comments in particular illustrate the idea that the niche concept includes more than just a topical focus, although the topical focus clearly is an important component of the niche concept.

Special Features

Many journals offer unique functions that are not commonly offered by peer publications. Obviously, special features can cover electronic functions but can also include a special type of paper not normally accepted in research oriented journals. All authors from Journal E discussed the effect of the electronic character of the journal on their decision processes. Typically the electronic nature of the publication was of interest to the authors, sometimes out of general curiosity but often due to the opportunities to capture reader feedback. Author Y1 expressed his interest in this way:

I had been told that there would be some sort of interaction. There's a forum of some sort that people can post questions and comments on the papers, and that was another one that was of interest to me in going ahead with this. So people could comment and I could have a look at those comments and see where that was going. 

However, often the electronic character of Journal E impacted the decision process somewhat indirectly, via authors’ expectations that turnaround would be faster or the audience would be broader. Author D2 expressed her interests in these terms:

Well, I think my expectation was, part of it was I just did this out of curiosity to see what was involved with putting a paper in an electronic journal. I hadn't done it before. I was hoping it would go faster than in a print journal, and it did. I was hoping that the ease of access to the journal would give the paper wide readership, and as I mentioned, I'm not sure whether that hope is going to be borne out or not. We'll just have to see.

Journal Prestige

Many of my informants used the term prestige to describe a community sense of a journal’s quality and ability to confer this expectation of quality to the article published in it. The judgment of prestige is subjective and can change over time. Informants claimed that their judgments of prestige were influenced by the general quality of papers published, the stature of authors publishing work in the journal, and the stature of the editors. Author U1, who published in Journal P, expressed the effect of prestige on his decision in this way:

And for the other [major factor], again a journal that’s peer reviewed and has some level of stature is again more highly thought of and the work is considered more valuable in terms of our reward process. So my perception that [Journal P] would be one of those high-stature journals was certainly a factor. 

My decisions usually relate to, number one, what journal does this paper fit—in terms of their goals and aims and readership—and second is what is the prestigious or most highly esteemed journal of that list, whatever it might be, and that’s usually where I start.

While the concept of a match between article quality and journal prestige is important, my informants tended to emphasize journal prestige as shorthand for a range of desirable journal features. Editors seemed to wish to optimize the prestige of the journal they controlled, while authors wanted to place their articles in journals with the highest prestige possible. Clearly, in this instance all of my informants were involved with journals with no real track record. Nevertheless, a certain prestige level was anticipated at the outset of publication or was expected to develop shortly in the future. Author H1 presented a justification of his decision to publish in Journal P that was based in large part on his confidence in one of the journal’s editors. 

I guess there were a number of reasons. I certainly respect the [editor] of the journal, both as a friend, and also I think [the editor is] a tremendously competent person who will make sure that the journal is successful and that it would be a good place to publish. I know [the editor] was soliciting a lot of other people whom I respect to contribute articles. So it seemed to make sense that this would be a good place to have an article, to put some work I wanted to have out.

Factor Interaction and Impact of Electronic Format

When a decision is made to submit a manuscript to a particular journal, which factors have the most weight depends on the situation: time factors, the content at hand, historical factors, personal relationships, etc. Editors and publishers generally try to maximize a journal’s perceived prestige (in the eyes of authors and readers), while authors try to maximize the perceived quality of an article by the ultimate audience. Invariably, the situation is never cut and dried or seen as dependent on a single element. 

The complexity of the interaction of various factors is revealed by this extended explanation of the decision process offered by Author D2, who published in Journal E. Parts of this quote have been used already to illustrate certain individual decision elements, but it is worth presenting them again in a fuller context to show how a range of factors interact in the decision process.

I basically had already written the manuscript, because my paper was one that there weren't too many different ways of writing the manuscript. Basically, it was a lot of cognitive psychology being written for applied ecologists. So it wasn't like I could say, "All right, I'm going to write this paper really differently for this journal or that journal." It was going to be basically the same paper no matter what I did. And my choice was whether to send it to Ecological Applications, which is a very, kind of high-powered, often rather technical, journal—which would have been appropriate because a lot of the papers that I was discussing in my paper had actually come out in Ecological Applications earlier. But, I just had a feeling that it might get a rough ride at Ecological Applications because it wasn't really ecology that I was talking about—I was talking about [another related discipline]. 

So, as soon as I got wind of the orientation of [Journal E], that seemed much better. And then I had a little email exchange with the editor, [name omitted], and he said it was “just the kind of paper we're looking for." So it seemed like an obvious one to put it. I think that it doesn't have the prestige of some of the more established journals; and if I were real concerned about prestige, then I might have thought twice about it. But to me it seemed that having a response from an editor saying, “Your paper sounds like the sort of thing we're really interested in,” it just seemed like the publication process would be smoother with that sort of positive orientation. So that's why I went for it. 

And, of course, the other thought was—it's not clear to me what the readership of [Journal E] is, yet. Whether it's more widely available to people that a print journal would be? I'm not sure about that. Certainly it's easier to get at than having to go over to the library, but I don't know how many people know about it. So that's a very good question. That's certainly something that crossed my mind — how is my readership going to be in this particular situation. But I guess I was counting on the possibility of sending papers out to folks that might not have heard about it but might be interested anyway. So that's another aspect of it.

Many of the decision elements are affected when a journal is published purely in electronic form. While article quality is not directly affected, turnaround time can be improved and backlogs entirely eliminated. Portions of the review process conceivably could be automated or could benefit from automation, while the handling of manuscripts and reviews could be accelerated. At least in the short term, audience size and character may be influenced, as some users gain access while others ignore publishing outside the print mainstream. Special features, of course, provide the richest opportunities for e-journals to gain an edge over print competitors. The ability to include programs, links, video or other special features in an article could influence an author’s choices. 

Journal prestige and personal obligation could be more indirectly influenced in an electronic environment. Clearly, print publications were the norm at the time of the study and there was some indication that informants had concerns that prestige could be influenced by the lack of a regular printed version of a publication. Personal obligation is a complex issue and will be elaborated further later.

A Model of the Journal Selection System

While this listing of decision elements is informative, my data support an even richer representation of the journal selection decision. To capture the complexity of the interaction of the stakeholders and various decision elements, a working model was developed based on informants’ discussions, describing the relationships among the elements, the stakeholders, and key components of the decision process (Figure 1). This model is an open systems model. It expresses a picture of the system that appears to be broadly shared within the community that I worked with. While I chose to call it a journal selection model, a name that reflects the viewpoint of the author-scientist, it would be equally valid to label it a content recruitment system, which would reflect the viewpoint of the editor or publisher. 

[Prefer Figure 1 to be inserted here during final layout. The figure is currently in a separate file to preserve vagaries of the layout. - KH]

The model presents important entities, factors, and relationships. The entities exist within a larger open system that includes other journals and even other publication options, additional social structures, and other relationships between entities. The entities included in this model are the stakeholders (authors and editors); the manuscript; and the journal. Manuscripts may have multiple authors and journals may have multiple editors, of course, but the situation is simplified in the model for the sake of clarity. Publishers are not directly represented in the model because they have little ability to influence the elements beyond the startup of the journal. No one actor controls all of the elements, although all the actors seem to be quite well aware of them, in general. The dotted line running between the author and editor indicates that this influence is weak, relative to the author’s control of a manuscript and the editor’s control of the journal. 

Authors often spoke of a matching process between a manuscript and a journal. The factors that determine the strength of the match are the decision elements. The decision elements generally correspond to the factors attached to the various entities. For instance, authors and editors may have personal obligations. A manuscript has a level of quality. The journal entity has a level of prestige, an audience, a niche, a review process, a turnaround time, and may possess special features. Authors obviously control the subject of a manuscript and, to some extent, the quality. Through attempts to optimize a journal’s prestige and express a sense of a journal’s mission, editors can act to shape community perceptions of many of the elements and may directly control others, such as the review process. 

In general, actors are aware of each other’s roles and concerns. For instance, while authors may have greater control of some elements, they are aware of editors’ general ability to influence these or other relevant elements. Thus, no portion of the model is hidden from the stakeholders. 

The open system depicted in figure 1 illustrates the relations between the journal selection decision’s main entities: author, editor, manuscript, and journal. Authors and editors have a relationship (which may predate the decision process) and influence each others perceptions and decisions. Authors and editors assess their own and each other’s levels of prestige and may be influenced by their ties to others. The author may have other manuscripts. An editor’s ability to exercise opinion leadership influences authors as well. Authors’ and editors’ decisions are influenced by their perceptions of the manuscript’s quality and niche. The journal in turn in believed to possess an established or expected level of prestige, a niche (hopefully comparable to that of the manuscript), a characteristic turn-around time and review process, an established or expected audience, and perhaps special features. 
The model captures the complexity of the interactions that result in the selection of a journal in a way that goes beyond a simple listing of the elements. It is still somewhat incomplete, however, as a model of the world in which authors and editors interact to generate manuscript submissions to journals. For one thing, each of the elements has been generalized to some extent. Also, the audience is not represented as an actor. Both authors and editors are aware of the audience of readers, but most contact is hidden from their direct observation, a fact that both groups of informants frequently noted. And there are likely to be interactions between elements that are not well accounted for here. For instance, the niche of the journal and the character of the audience are related. Often the kind of people expected to read the journal was used as a kind of shorthand for the subject focus of the journal. Therefore, this model should be regarded as an open systems model of the type described by Covi and Kling (1996) in their discussion of digital libraries: the model’s elements exist within an unbounded system in which additional environmental factors come into play and influence the system described. 

Decision-making Patterns Among Authors

Comparing patterns of decision elements between authors of the two journals, there are no obvious strong patterns in the elements that authors mentioned, despite the fact that none of the authors from Journal P knew the journal had an electronic version at the time they selected it (see table 1 at beginning of this chapter). In almost all instances, the authors, editors, and publishers of both journals described the same decision elements. Of course, the interplay between decision elements was personal, varying even among authors contributing to the same journal. While the electronic features affecting decision elements were discussed, these were rarely considered decisive. 

The authors from Journal E tended to mention more elements than the authors of the electronic-plus-print Journal P, but patterns of differing emphasis in the elements mentioned did not occur. The single exception to this was the discussion of special features. Journal E, as an electronic-only journal, offered a number of special features unique to the world of ecology journals. Not surprisingly, these were discussed frequently by the authors choosing that journal. It may be that the Journal E authors mentioned more elements because they took more elements into account, in an attempt to counteract some of the uncertainty created by the electronic special features. However, the group of interviewees is very small in both cases and thus the rather weak evidence may not adequately support such a conclusion.

Tradeoff between Factors for New vs. Established Journals

Although differences between the authors of the two journals were not apparent, an interesting pattern did emerge from analysis of the comments of the authors as a group, regarding the considerations motivating submission to a new journal when established journals were available. In considering the selection decision model, it should be remembered that informants were largely describing decisions to submit articles to new journals. All author informants were asked explicitly how the decision to submit the article under discussion compared to other decisions to submit manuscripts to other journals. In fact, several authors had previously submitted the manuscripts under discussion to other journals, and most had at least considered submitting their manuscripts to another journal (generally a more established journal). Informants’ comments suggested that the elements described in the model are the same for most scientific journals, at least within the field of ecology. Informants usually reported that they expected a new journal to lack prestige relative to more established journals. However, authors also generally believed that decreased turnaround time, fulfillment of personal obligations to editors or others affiliated with the journal, the audience character, or some other elements, alone or in combination, compensated for the uncertainty regarding a new journal’s prestige.

Concerns about Access

In addition to the basic elements of the decision model, informants mentioned two additional concerns about the selection decision that related to ongoing access. These concerns were mentioned in the context of the decision to submit a manuscript to a new journal and were described as concerns rather than as factors influencing the decision. The two concerns regarded archival permanence and potential lack of coverage of the journal in secondary sources. If a journal is not included in secondary sources, the extended audience is denied intellectual access. These concerns applied to both new journals, not simply to Journal E. However, the concern with archival permanence was mentioned more frequently for Journal E, and concerns related specifically to the electronic format were quite common.

Coverage in secondary sources is related to the ultimate audience for the journal and for the papers within the journal. Author I3, from Journal P, described the concern with coverage in secondary sources by stating,

One concern is that I’m not sure the journal is indexed under Current Contents. For example, I’ve gotten one request for a reprint. You know, somebody that I hadn’t already indicated I’d written a paper from. So I’m not sure how information about, you know, whether it will be cited in some of these indexes or not. That would be a concern. I expect that it will. Whether it is now, I don’t know. But if it takes quite a while to get indexed, then that’s a problem, because obviously it’s not going to be disseminated very widely. The work is not going to be very widely accessible if it’s not indexed in some of the common places. But I don’t know what the status of that is. But that would be a concern.

Journal E explicitly addressed this concern within the published call for papers by stating, “The journal is read by almost 5,000 ecologists and resource managers worldwide, and is more readily available than print journals in many countries. It is abstracted by BIOSIS.”

The Role of Social Relationships

The open systems decision model reflects the recognition that authors’ decisions occur within a broader system. Also, although the focus is on authors and their decision process, editors clearly play an important role in that decision process. My third research question was: how do social factors influence the adoption decision, that is, the decision by authors of research articles to adopt electronic publishing? Personal obligation clearly plays a significant role in many journal selection decisions, at least in the case of new journals, but this alone does not capture the full range of social factors. 

Social System Continuity

I attempted to explore social relationships at several levels. One basic question is whether, in fact, the informants working with the two journals were part of a single social system. For instance, it is conceivable that, while to an outsider the journals seemed to have a similar subject focus, in reality they served two separate research communities with little direct interaction. Fortunately, abundant evidence supported the claim that both journals served a cohesive group of working scientists. One editor of each journal published an article in the other journal studied. Several authors were on the editorial boards for the other journal in the study. Several informants spontaneously mentioned awareness of one journal while they were being interviewed about the other. 

While this continuity of community is gratifying, it added some complexity to interpreting informants’ statements, since a few informants played multiple roles within the journals. This multiplicity of roles within the research community—doubtless common beyond the context of this study—could be seen as a hindrance to research, in fact, it adds richness to the study’s findings. It is a reality of the scientific communication system that there is frequent crossover between the editor and author roles, the publisher and author roles (for association leaders at least), and the author and reader roles. 

Social Network Links

In addition to verifying my expectation that the two journals served the same research community, I wanted to further examine the connections between my informants. This was challenging because of confidentiality concerns: informants typically were not told who was being interviewed other than by general category. If they asked, authors were told that editors were being interviewed and vice versa. It was clear in a couple of cases that informants had mentioned my study to each other and thus probably knew that I had spoken to specific individuals. Also, since some informants were asked to suggest other people who should be interviewed, those informants could infer that their suggestions were used. However, the idea of presenting informants with a list of names largely composed of informants and probably revealing the journals being investigated was unappealing. 

Rather than doing a highly structured sociometric study like those of Crane (1969; 1972) or Crawford (1971), I did a simpler analysis, looking for explicit mentions of prominent or influential individuals within the community of ecologists studied. The salient relationships that were revealed in the course of the study related particularly to two types of decisions: (1) decisions by authors to submit papers to particular journals and (2) decisions by readers to investigate particular journals. Table 2 records who mentioned whom, and also documents occasions in which authors noted that an article was written in response to an invitation received from an editor (see chapter’s last page). 

Two significant patterns are apparent from this data: the relative absence of mentions of author/author influence and the important role of author/editor influence. With one exception, the authors mentioned were mentioned for their secondary roles as publishing staff affiliates with Journal E. None of the authors mentioned other authors in the course of the interviews. Instead, editors received by far the most mentions, particularly within the context of influencing decision processes. Most informants mentioned editors as influential in some publication-related decision process. Some of this might be attributable to a flurry of invitations from editors to authors; and while these occur particularly frequently for Journal P, not many of the author/editor links are attributable to this source. 

It also important to note that editors were regularly mentioned by informants other than their own authors. There are several instances of authors from Journal P mentioning the editor of Journal E and the authors from Journal E mentioning an editor of Journal P. This suggests that the editors of these journals are not merely central within a network of colleagues whom they canvas for manuscripts, but in fact are prominent in the community at large, independent of their role with the journals I studied.

Readers also tended to mention editors as influential in the decision to monitor publications. Publishing staff were also mentioned regularly for Journal E. This journal, as an association publication, had many more individuals playing influential roles in the development of the publication. Some readers did mention authors from both inside and outside the study population as important in the decision to read a particular journal.

Dominant Role of Editors

Editors clearly play a powerful role in structuring the relationships of authors and readers with journals. The editors of both journals were almost universally mentioned as influential by the authors submitting to their journals. While these mentions sometimes revealed explicit requests for a manuscript, they also included mentions of collegial relationships, personal friendships, and expressions of respect. Most of the readers also mentioned the editors as influential. Many of my informants claimed to know one or more of the editors and to respect them. This respect gave authors confidence that the journal would ultimately be respected, that manuscripts would receive careful review, and that people would pay attention to the journal. Author D2 expressed this confidence in the ability of an editor to attract readership:

Also, because I know the editor and several of the other authors who contribute to this journal, I had a pretty good feeling of who the kind of core readership would be.

This confidence in the ability of editors to attract readers seems justified based on my discussions with readers. Reader A2 commented that he read Journal E because, “I knew the guy’s name that was editing it, or starting it up, and am not usually disappointed in reading anything he’s been involved in.” Other readers supported this judgment.

In the case of both journals, the editors were selected following the decision to develop the journals. According to publishing staff, these ecologists were selected in large part for their prominence within the research area and their ability to lend influence to the journal. All four editors fit the description of opinion leaders. Everett Rogers is well known for his studies of the adoption of innovations. Rogers (1995) defined opinion leadership as 

the degree to which an individual is able to influence other individuals’ attitudes or overt behavior informally in a desired way with relative frequency. This informal leadership is not a function of the individual’s formal position or status in the system. Opinion leadership is earned and maintained by the individual’s technical competence, social accessibility, and conformity to the system’s norms. (p. 27)

As opinion leaders, these editors were able to offer publishers the ability to promote a new journal by attracting both authors and readers. In the case of a new electronic publication, the importance of the support of opinion leaders increases. In the cases of both Journal P and Journal E, the editors selected seemed to be effectively encouraging the adoption of the two new publications.

What is not clear is whether this key role of editors plays particular importance for new journals or innovative journals, or whether this role is in some way different for established journals. It is reasonable to think that with so little known about a new journal or a journal in a new format, authors and readers might give special emphasis to the editors that are providing leadership for the new venture. 

Table 2. Matrix of Referent Mentions by Informants.

Referents:
Authors
Publisher staff
Editors


F1
J1
V1
B1
I1
G1
S1
D1
Q1

Informants:

Authors

A1






XR



F1



X


?
X


J1






XR



K1






-



W1






-

X

Y1






XR



D2






X



H1








XR

L1






X

X

M1










O1








-

R1






X



T1








-

U1








XR

V1






X
X
X












Pub. Staff
B1
X

X



X
X


I1
X





?
X


G1





















Editors
S1

X

X



X


D1


X
X


X



Q1


X


















Readers
X1




X





A2






X



C2










Z1






-
-


B2

-




X
-


Notes. 
Bold labels indicate informant interviewed for affiliation with Journal E. Italic labels indicate informant was interviewed for affiliation with Journal P. Not all mentions were in the context of the journal of affiliation. 

X  informant personally knows referent 

-  informant knows referent by reputation 

?  not clear how informant knows referent 

R referent requested article from informant
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