History and evolution
of a manuscript

A/Prof Tony LaMontagne
Tessa Keegel
McCaughey Centre




Qualifications...

 We write from an epidemiology/public
health disciplinary base

— Multi-authorship common
— Typical research article 3000-4500 words
— IMRAD structure the norm

« One of many approaches
to/perspectives on paper writing




e Introduction
e Methods

e Results
and

e Discussion

How to Read a Paper: Getting your bearings (Deciding what the
paper is about) Greenhalgh, T. BMJ, 1997;315:243-246

How to Read a Paper: Assessing the methodological quality
of published papers Greenhalgh, T. BMJ, 1997;315:305-308




 VicHealth job Workplace stress in Victoria:
Stress report Developing a systems approach

A summary report May 2006

e Launched 25th
May 2006 I

| F-

 Chapter 5: Estimating the magnitude of
CVD and depression risks from
exposure to job strain in Victoria




Estimation of Job Strain
Population Attributable Risks for
Cardiovascular Disease and
Depression in a Sample of
Working Australians

AD LaMontagne, T Keegel, A Ostry,
and R Wolfe




Introduction

What's known in the area?
What are the gaps in knowledge?
How does this research contribute to

advancement of knowlec

ge?
nothesis

Research question or hy
clear?

— What proportion of depression is attributable to
job strain amongst working Victorians?




Methods & Design

e Do the research methods & design
suit the research question?
—Population attributable risk (PAR)

combining our Victorian exposure

data with international estimates of
magnitude of increased risk




Discussion

Clear Interpretation of results?

Conclusions justified by the results?

How does the paper’s contribution
relate to what is known in the field?

If applicable, what are the implications
for policy and practice?




Abstract

e Clear, concise, and interesting?

 Adequate detall, but not too much?

e Makes the reader want to read the full
paper?




History & Evolution of
a Manuscript

Submitted as an ‘original research article’ to
J Epi & Community Health in
December 2006

Audience: International, epidemiology/public
health researchers, practice and policy
(Impact factor 2.80)

65% rejected at editorial level (without peer
review)

20% acceptance rate




 Went out to reviewers, but rejected after
review (March 2007)

e Main criticism: two relevant meta-analyses

publis

ned at the time of submission, those

should used instead of range and mid-points

of pub

Ished effect sizes (Odds Ratios)

e In light of JECH reviewer comments

re-wo

rked the article:

— Restricted focus to depression (intl CVD estimates
available)

— Reran analyses using meta-analysis effect size estimate

(aOR

= 1.82) instead of our mid-points (1.75 for men, 1.9 for

women)
— Added estimates of absolute number of prevalent cases of

depre

ssion, but only could find working population

estimates for K10 (Deb Vallance)




Presentation at AEA
Conference

 Presented as a paper at the Australasian
Epidemiology Association conference,
August 2007

Constructive feedback

Colleague generously provided working
population prevalence estimates for
depression from the National Mental Health
Survey (more appropriate than K10)




Next Version of Paper

 Refined questions addressed by
the paper:
— What proportion of depression is attributable to

job strain amongst working Victorians?

— What is the number of prevalent cases of
depression that are attributable to job strain
amongst working Victorians?

— How does the number of job strain-attributable
depression cases compare to the number of
Workers’ Compensation claims for 2003?




Job Strain Population Attributable
Risks for Depression in a Sample
of Working Australians

AD LaMontagne, T Keegel,
Vallance D, A Ostry, and R Wolfe




Sent to American J Public Health In
September 2007

Audience: International, public health
researchers, professionals, and policy
makers (IF 3.56)

Included JECH reviews and how we
responded to them

64.2% rejected at editorial level

9.5% rejected after peer review

2.9% rejected with resubmission encouraged
23.4% accepted

Rejected at editorial level AJPH 2
October 2007




Sent to Occup Environ Medicine in
October 2007

Audience: International occupational &
environmental health/medicine researchers,
practitioners, policy-makers (IF 2.25)

28% rejected at editorial level
25% acceptance rate

Rejected by Occ Env Medicine at
editorial level in early November 2007




OEM/2007/037754

Job strain-attributable depression in a sample of working
Australians:

Assessing the contribution to health inequalities
Dear Dr. LaMontagne

Thank you very much for submitting your manuscript to
Occupational & Environmental Medicine. | have carefully
considered your paper and regret that it is not suitable for
publication in the Journal.

Unfortunately there is a significant pressure on space and we
can only publish a minority of the papers we receive.

| am sorry we could not be more helpful on this occasion. |
wish you the best of luck in finding an alternative publisher.

Yours sincerely
Professor Keith Palmer
Editor







Refine paper further

 What Is missing?

 \We went for general public health
journals initially because we thought
findings showed important—and
preventable—contribution of working
conditions to health inequalities...

e S0 put that In title and emphasised it
further in paper




Job strain—attributable depression
In a sample of working Australians:
Assessing the contribution to
health inequalities

AD LaMontagne, T Keegel, Vallance
D, A Ostry, and R Wolfe




Submitted to BMC Medicine in November
2007

Audience: International medical researchers,
practitioners, policy-makers, and Open
Access (IF [unofficial] 4.17)

Rejected at editorial level, with
recommendation to submit (forward on) to
BMC Public Health

Submitted BMC Public Health in late
November 2007

Audience: International public health
researchers, practitioners, policy-makers,
and Open Access (IF 1.60)




18 March 2008
Dear BMC Public Health Editorial,

We have revised the manuscript in response to the two reviews
received, with changes highlighted in the revised manuscript.
Our responses to points raised and corresponding changes in
the manuscript are detailed below.

Sincerely,
AD LaMontagne and co-authors

Reviewer@ report: Discretionary Revisions:
1) First sentence of the introduction: Perhaps a more suitable

reference could be given than ref. 2, since this reference only
deals with studies of the effort-reward imbalance model and not

the Karasek model.

Authors’ response:
We have removed the reference to review of effort-reward

Imbalance studies and added recent reviews including demand-
control model.

New Introduction excerpt (first sentence, first paragraph):

Job stress is arisk factor for a range of adverse effects on health,

including major contributors to the overall burden of disease in
developed countries, such as cardiovascular disease (CVD)

and depression[1-4]




MS: 4846010081691698

Job strain-attributable depression in a sample of working
Australians: Assessing the contribution to health inequalities
Anthony D LaMontagne, Tessa Keegel, Deborah Vallance,
Aleck Ostry and Rory Wolfe

Dear Dr LaMontagne,
Your manuscript has now been peer reviewed and the

comments are accessible in PDF format from the links below.
Do let us know if you have any problems opening the files.

As you can see there is now an additional review (Referee 3).
This came in after your revision and we did not think it would
be fair to ask you revise the manuscript again at that point. |
have included it now for you to look through, as it may help
Improve your manuscript further. Of course, we will not insist
you make any changes to your manuscript at this late stage in
the peer review process.




MS: 4846010081691698

Job strain-attributable depression in a sample of working
Australians: Assessing the contribution to health inequalities
Anthony D LaMontagne, Tessa Keegel, Deborah Vallance,
Aleck Ostry and Rory Wolfe

Dear Dr LaMontagne,
Your manuscript has now been peer reviewed and the

comments are accessible in PDF format from the links below.
Do let us know if you have any problems opening the files.

As you can see there is now an additional review (Referee 3).
This came in after your revision and we did not think it would
be fair to ask you revise the manuscript again at that point. |
have included it now for you to look through, as it may help
Improve your manuscript further. Of course, we will not insist
you make any changes to your manuscript at this late stage in
the peer review process.

Other than that, your manuscript is
ready for acceptance.




Other than that, your manuscript is
ready for acceptance.




History & Evolution of a
Manuscript

First submitted to JECH Dec 2006
Accepted BMC Public Health May 2008

Iterative evolution... over submissions
to five journals

~18 months from first submission to
acceptance

“Every paper has a home”




Why Did It Go This Way?

Journal choices—aiming too high?

Analysis simple, though policy implications
great (progressively made this case clearer
and stronger)

Adequate articulation of the link between
OH&S and health inequalities?

You decide... have a read of the published
version!




Translation to Policy &
Practice?

 Echoes VicHealth report messages

* Dissemination via open access
publishing and websites: VicHealth and

McCaughey centre

 Work with Uni Melbourne Media office
(Janine Sim-Jones for Population
Health)

« Media uptake? Watch this space




