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Abstract 

In this article we report on a discrete choice experiment to determine the willingness-to-wait (WTW) in the 

context of journal submissions. Respondents to our survey are mostly active in the information sciences, 

including librarians. Besides WTW, other attributes included in the study are the quality of the editorial 

board, the quality of referee reports, the probability of being accepted, the ISI impact factor, and the 

standing of the journal among peers. Interaction effects originating from scientists’ personal characteristics 

(age, region of origin, motivations to publish) with the WTW are highlighted. A difference was made 

between submitting a high quality paper and a standard paper. Among the interesting results obtained from 

our analysis we mention that for a high quality paper, researchers are willing to wait some 18 months 

longer for a journal with an ISI impact factor above 2 than for a journal without impact factor, keeping all 

other factors constant. For a standard paper, the WTW decreases to some 8 months. Gender had no effect 

on our conclusions. 

Introduction 

As the pressure to publish increases over time, researchers are more and more confronted with the 

challenge to select the ‘best’ journal for submitting their manuscripts. The submission of a manuscript to a 

particular journal implies an investment of time: time to edit the manuscript to comply with a journal’s 

requirements, time to revise the text according to referees’ suggestions and, most importantly, time to wait 

for a – hopefully positive – editorial decision. However, even if a manuscript is rejected by a particular 

journal, waiting time is not completely wasted, since referee comments can often improve the exposition 

and content of the paper. Thus, the selection of a journal for manuscript submission has to be carefully 

considered taking several – often conflicting – factors into account. A journal can be thought of as an entity 

consisting of different characteristics such as the quality of the editorial board, the expected time before a 

decision is communicated to the researcher, the general standing of the journal among colleagues and 

peers, the expected probability that a manuscript is accepted, submission fees and some quantitative 

indicators such as its impact factor. Journal editors are generally interested (as are prospective authors) in 

reducing the time between first submission and final acceptance (or rejection) of a submitted manuscript. 

As a consequence publication delays, and hence waiting times, have always worried editors and submitting 

authors alike, and this in all fields of science. It is often said that one of the advantages of the electronic 

age is a reduction of the time between manuscript submission and the final publication (Abt, 1987; 

Schaffner, 2002; Nicolas, Jamali & Rowlands, 2006; Desjardins, 2011). Moreover, waiting times and 

publication delays are typically factors incorporated in models of the publication-citations process (Egghe & 

Rousseau, 2000; Yu, Yu & Li, 2004). 

In our investigation we want to find out how important the corresponding willingness-to-wait is with respect 

to other journal related factors, and how this willingness-to-wait depends on the submitting authors 

themselves (their age, gender, geographic location, tenured or not, etc.). We assume that that an author 

makes an estimate about how long it will probably take to get published in a particular journal, and based 

on this estimate (and of course the factors mentioned above) submits to journal A rather than journal B. 

Only in cases of an extreme long waiting period will an author withdraw an already submitted paper. 

In order to examine the impact of each separate journal characteristic on the submission decision of 

researchers, we use an economic valuation technique known as choice experiments (Louviere et al., 2000). 

This technique consists of the following steps. Researchers are asked to make a series of choices between 

three different hypothetical journals. Based on these observed choices, we can derive the preferences of 
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the respondents concerning different journal characteristics. The analysis is based on preferences for 

fictitious journals since this allows controlling the combination of different characteristics. Actual journals 

often exhibit correlated characteristics, e.g. journals with a high impact factor usually have a low probability 

of acceptance and high quality referee comments. These correlations in journal characteristics make it 

difficult to estimate the impact of separate characteristics based on real submission decisions made in 

practice. Reasons for submitting one’s manuscript to a particular journal have been investigated by several 

authors, such as Søreide & Winter (2010), Heintzelman & Nocetti (2009), Thompson (2007), even leading 

to a net value of submission benchmark model (Björk & Holmström, 2006). Note though that the goal of the 

current article is not to study the relative importance of different factors in the article submission process, 

but to find out how these factors, together with some author characteristics influence the willingness-to-wait 

for an editor’s final decision on a submission. The use of choice experiments does not belong to the 

standard toolbox of informetric techniques (as judged by publications in the top journals in the field). Yet, 

Ida and Horiguchi (2008) used choice experiments to find the willingness-to-pay for public services over 

fiber-to-the-home (FTTH). 

Since research and publication practices greatly differ between disciplines (Becher, 1994; Hicks, 2004) we 

choose one field, focusing on the information sciences. For this field, we establish estimates of the 

willingness-to-wait for particular journal characteristics. Unsurprisingly, the ISI impact factor is found to be 

the most important factor determining journal preferences and researchers are willing to wait relatively long 

in order to publish in journals with high (> 2) impact factors. However, the importance attached to the 

journal impact factor is shown to depend on the quality of the paper and on particular characteristics of 

researchers such as their age, their region of origin and desire to find a new position in the short term. 

In the next section we provide more details on the valuation method used and on the design of the 

questionnaire. Next we describe the survey in more detail and specify respondents’ characteristics followed 

by a section in which results are presented and discussed. There we look at the main effects of the different 

journal attributes and investigate possible interaction effects between respondents’ characteristics and 

submission preferences. The article ends with a concluding section. 

Methods 

In this section we first describe the technique of choice experiments: the valuation method used to estimate 

the importance of different journal characteristics in the manuscript submission decision. Next we describe 

the design of the questionnaire. 

 

Choice experiments 

A choice experiment is a stated preference technique frequently used in environmental and in health 

economics, see e.g. (Amaya-Amaya et al., 2008; Ferrini & Scarpa, 2007; Hanley et al., 2002; Rousseau & 

Vranken, 2013). This method is especially suited to deal with multidimensional choices such as the one we 

study here, namely paper submission decisions. The choice experiment method was initially developed by 

Louviere and Hensher (1982) and Louviere and Woodworth (1983). It is a survey-based method for 

modeling preferences for goods, where goods are described in terms of their attributes and the levels that 

these take (Hanley et al., 2001). Respondents are presented with alternative varieties of a particular good, 

differentiated by their attributes and levels, and asked to select their most preferred variety. A baseline 

alternative, corresponding to the status quo or opt-out situation is included in each choice set in order to be 

able to interpret the results in standard welfare economic terms. Typically, choice experiments are used to 
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recover the willingness-to-pay for each attribute from peoples’ choices by including price or cost as one of 

the attributes of the good. However, in the current study, we include the waiting period before a final 

decision is received as one of the attributes of the journal and thus we are able to estimate the willingness-

to-wait for each journal attribute from researchers’ choices. 

The analysis of respondents’ choices is based on random utility theory, which states that a respondent’s 

utility function consists of a deterministic, observable component and a random, unobservable component εi 

(Christie et al., 2004). Further, the usual starting point is to assume that the utility Ui derived by an 

individual of choosing alternative i can be approximated by a linear utility function of the form (Amaya-

Amaya et al., 2008; Day et al., 2011): 
'

i i i iU ASC X β ε= + +  

where  represents an M-dimensional vector of attribute levels for alternative i, where β is an M-

dimensional vector of coefficients capturing generic marginal (dis)utilities of attributes and where ASCi 

(Alternative Specific Constant) captures the main effect of the unobserved factors in the error terms for 

each of the alternatives. The assumption of a utility function that is linear in its parameters is, by the way, 

not very restrictive since it allows for any non-linear transformation of the variables xi .  

In our study the choice set C comprises three journal alternatives: variety A, variety B and the opt-out 

option. Choosing one alternative over the others implies that the utility of the chosen alternative exceeds 

the utility associated with the other alternatives. Thus the probability of a researcher choosing journal 

alternative i from a particular choice set C can be expressed as: 

' '

Pr Pr ,

Pr

i j

i i i j j j

i C U U j i C

ASC X ASC Xβ ε β ε

   = > ∀ ≠ ∈   
 = + + > + +   

In the setting of choice experiments with three alternatives in a choice set and using that random terms are 

independently and identically distributed with an extreme value distribution, the choice probabilities have a 

convenient closed-form solution known as the conditional logit model. Then the marginal willingness-to-wait 

(WTW) for a particular change in an attribute can be estimated as a ratio of the estimated coefficient for the 

attribute of interest (βattribute) and the estimated coefficient for the waiting time variable (βT): 

attribute

T

WTW β
β

= −
     (1) 

For more information on the mathematical and statistical details of this method we refer the reader to 

Alberini et al. (2006) and Amaya-Amaya et al. (2008). 

 

Survey design 

In our study, respondents were confronted with a questionnaire that consisted of three parts. The first part 

dealt with socio-demographic questions such as nationality, age, affiliation, gender, research discipline and 

current employment. The second part involved questions relating to the researchers’ current submission 

practices such as the number of previous publications in the past two years, the number of submissions in 

the past two years, estimated probability that a submitted manuscript is accepted for publication, the 

motivation for publishing and the respondents’ journal selection strategies. The third part was the actual 

choice experiment which consisted of a series of choices between two journal varieties and an opt-out 

option. Note that respondents did not know our main research question, hence answers could not be 

biased in the direction respondents think we want them to answer. The survey was completely anonymous 

so that we do not know the names of those colleagues who filled in the questionnaire and those who did 
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not. Moreover, for those who did not respond we do not know their personal characteristics. For this reason 

we cannot analyze the difference in characteristics between respondents and non-respondents. 

 

In order to implement a choice experiment, we need to progress through seven different steps:  

- determine the good or service of interest: in this instance, journals for manuscript submission, 

- identify the main attributes of a journal, 

- determine the relevant levels of the different attributes, 

- select and specify the journal varieties to be included in the experiment, 

- match the selected journal varieties into choice sets and determine the opt-out option, 

- execute the survey (sample selection, survey method…), and 

- analyze the data. 

 

After determining that we are interested in the choice process of researchers when they select a journal for 

manuscript submission, we need to describe a journal in terms of its relevant characteristics, i.e. attributes. 

Based on pre-tests and the survey results reported by Leyman et al. (2011), we selected the following 

attributes: 

- the quality of the editorial board, 

- the quality of referee reports, 

- the probability of being accepted, 

- the ISI impact factor, 

- the waiting time before a final decision is reached, and 

- the standing of a journal among peers.  

 

Since the submission decision depends on the quality of the paper, the experiment was repeated twice for 

each respondent: once for a high quality, innovative paper and once for a decent yet more standard paper. 

Note that we did not consider if the topic of the paper matches the scope of the journal, assuming that the 

paper under consideration is not so  specialized that it needs a highly specialized journal. 

For each attribute we then select the relevant levels. The different attribute levels as well as the dummy, i.e. 

0-1, variable names used later in the estimations are shown in Table 1. 
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TABLE 1. Attributes and attribute levels. 
 

Attribute Attribute levels (dummy variable name) 

Quality of the editorial board Unknown 

Highly regarded editors (higheditor) 

Quality of referee reports Low - not useful at all   

Average - useful comments on style (medref) 

High - useful comments on style and content (highref) 

Probability of being accepted Low - less than 30% (lowprobacc) 

Average - between 30% and 70% (medprobacc) 

High - more than 70% 

ISI impact factor No impact factor 

Low impact factor - less than 0.5 (lowimpact) 

Average impact factor - between 0.5 and 2 (medimpact) 

High impact factor - more than 2 (highimpact) 

Waiting time before final decision: 

accept or reject 

1 month 

3 months 

6 months 

9 months 

Standing of the journal among peers Low 

Average (medstand) 

High (highstand) 

 

 

Complete enumeration of all possible journal varieties based on the different combinations of attribute 

levels leads to 2.3.3.4.4.3 = 864 different journal varieties. This is the full factorial design of the experiment. 

However, in order to keep the number of choices made by each respondent feasible, we have to limit the 

number of varieties included in our questionnaire. The strategy to select a limited number of journal 

varieties is based on an orthogonal main effects plan (OMEP) since this allows the uncorrelated estimation 

of all main effects under the assumption that all interactions between attributes are negligible (Street et al., 

2005). Thus, using SPSS, we determined an OMEP which included 26 different journal varieties. These 26 

journal varieties were randomly paired to construct 13 different choice sets. The 13 different choice sets 

were later presented in a random order to each respondent so as to minimize any impacts of learning and 

fatigue that might be present. A recent and extensive study of ordering effects in stated preference 

methods can be found in Day et al. (2011).  

Each choice set consists of two different journal varieties and the back-up journal. An example of such a 

choice set is presented in Table 2. The back-up journal thus acts as the opt-out option in our choice 

experiment and represented a handy low quality journal to which a paper could always be sent. This low 

quality journal was assumed to have the following characteristics: the quality of the editorial board is 

unknown, the quality of the referee reports is low, the probability of being accepted is high, it had no ISI 

impact factor, the waiting time before a final decision is made is one month and its standing among peers is 

low. 
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TABLE 2. Example of a choice card. 
 

 Journal A Journal B Back-up journal 

Quality of editorial board Unknown Highly regarded editors Unknown 

Quality of referee reports 
Low 

(not useful at all) 

Low 

(not useful at all) 

Low 

(not useful at all) 

Probability of being 

accepted 

Average 

(between 30% and 70%) 

Average 

(between 30% and 70%) 

High 

(more than 70%) 

ISI impact factor No impact factor 
Low impact factor 

(less than 0.5) 
No impact factor 

Waiting time before final 

decision (accept or reject) 
8 months 2 months 1 month 

Standing among peers Low Average Low 

 

Survey 

In this section we first present the implementation of the survey and discuss sample selection and response 

rates. Next we describe the respondents with respect to several characteristics such as age, affiliation, 

gender and academic position. 

 

Survey characteristics 

In order to select a representative sample of researchers in the field of information sciences, we 

constructed a list of all members of the International Society of Scientometrics and Informetrics (ISSI) in 

2011 and all authors who had a publication in Scientometrics, the Journal of the American Society of 

Information Science & Technology or the Journal of Informetrics in 2010 or in the first six months of 2011 

and who included their email address in the published manuscript. After the removal of duplicates, we were 

able to construct a list of 750 distinct email addresses. Because of our choice of journals most of the 

researchers in this list were information scientists (in the broad sense), but some were clearly not, although 

they all had an interest, shown by their publication behavior, in the information sciences. The survey was 

executed online and respondents were invited by e-mail (26 July 2011) to fill in the questionnaire and one 

month later one reminder (28 August 2011) was sent.  

From the 750 researchers (distinct email addresses) that were contacted, several (45) emails turned out to 

be undeliverable due to addresses that were no longer in use. In total we received 288 responses of which 

209 were fully completed and 79 were partially completed. Thus we have a response rate of 288/ (750-45) 

= 40.85% (or 29.65% if only the fully completed questionnaires are taken into account), which is very high 

for an online questionnaire. As a case in point, Saunders et al. (2011) mention a typical response rate of 

11% for internet surveys and of 30% for online surveys conducted within a specific company.  

 

Respondent characteristics 

Since our sample selection process was targeted towards a specific discipline, i.e. information sciences 

(including librarians), some 65% of the respondents indicated that the majority of their research is situated 

within that discipline. The other respondents situate the majority of their research outside the field of 

information sciences, although they occasionally publish in journals belonging to the information sciences. 
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A majority of the respondents was male (70%), was affiliated with a university (76%) or had a doctoral 

degree (75%). As shown in Table 3, all age categories are present in the sample. 

The geographical distribution of the respondents with respect to the country of their current affiliation is 

dominated by Europe (including Russia) (48%), followed by Asia (including Turkey) (24%) and North 

America (18%). The number of researchers from Central and South America (6%), Africa (2%) and 

Oceania (2%) is considerably smaller. 

We are also interested in the current employment situation of the respondents. Over half of the 

respondents (56%) indicated that they had a permanent contract and were not actively seeking for a new 

position in the next two years. Some 11% of respondents had a permanent contract but were nonetheless 

seeking a new position. So, one third of the respondents had a temporary contract: approximately half of 

this group (18% of the total sample) was actively looking for a new position within the next two years, while 

the other half (16% of the total sample) was not actively looking for a new position. 

 

TABLE 3. Sample characteristics. 

 

Characteristic % respondents in 
sample 

Characteristic % respondents in 
sample 

Younger than 26 years 

Between 26 and 35 years 

Between 36 and 45 years 

Between 46 and 55 years 

Between 56 and 65 years 

Older than 65 years 

3% 

30% 

25% 

16% 

19% 

7% 

Bibliometrics and/or 

scientometrics 

Information sciences, but not 

bibliometrics 

Computer sciences 

Economics 

Other social sciences (excl. 

economics) 

Mathematics and physics 

Other disciplines 

49% 

 

15% 

 

6% 

6% 

8% 

 

4% 

13% 

Affiliated* with university 

Affiliated with research 

center  

Government 

Other affiliations 

76% 

24% 

 

7% 

12% 
With doctoral degree 75% 

Male 

Female 

70% 

30% 

* More than one affiliation could be selected. 

 

Considering the publishing behavior of the respondents (see Table 4), we find that 8% of the respondents 

did not publish at all in the past two years, while some 16% published over ten papers. Moreover, we asked 

respondents to estimate the probability that a paper of theirs would be accepted for publication by a 

particular journal based on their past experiences. Overall, respondents seem to be quite optimistic or to 

have had positive past experiences regarding acceptance rates, since almost 40% of the respondents 

indicated that the expected probability of acceptance of a paper by a particular journal to which they submit 

their paper was above 70%. 
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TABLE 4. Publication behavior of respondents. 

 

Number of publication and 
accepted papers in 2010 
and 2011 

% of 
respondents 

in sample 

Estimated probability of a paper 
being accepted for publication by a 
particular journal 

% of 
respondents 

in sample 

No papers 8% Less than 10% 2% 

One paper 12% Between 10% and 30% 8% 

Between 2 and 5 papers 45% Between 30% and 50% 21% 

Between 5 and 10 papers 19% Between 50% and 70% 32% 

More than 10 papers 16% More than 70% 37% 

 

Results and discussion 

In this section we first present some descriptive results from the survey. Next we estimate the willingness-

to-wait for different journal attributes and identify possible interaction effects between attributes and 

respondents’ characteristics. 

 

Some descriptive results 

As part of the survey, we were interested in the reasons why respondents would want to publish papers. 

Respondents were asked to select at most three reasons for publishing their work. The results are 

presented in Figure 1. They confirm that researchers in the information sciences are not driven by 

monetary rewards but seem to value their standing among peers. The two most selected reasons involve 

the distribution of research findings to contribute to scientific progress in their discipline. 

 

FIG. 1. Reasons for publishing. 

 

Next we asked respondents which three aspects they consider the most important ones when selecting a 

journal to submit a paper (see Figure 2). It is somewhat surprising to note that the general standing of the 

journal is deemed more important by respondents than the ISI impact factor of the journal. Maybe this has 

to do with the fact that we are dealing with scientists who know the relative importance of an impact factor 
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and - rightly - consider the standing of the journal as more important (though of course standing and impact 

factor are correlated in practice). The fact that over half of the respondents are in a permanent position and 

are not actively searching for a new position in the short term may play a role too. The impact of ‘topic 

match’ might be underestimated since we did not include this factor in the list because of the overlap with 

the factors ‘probability of acceptance’ and ‘quality of the paper’. However, we do report the results for topic 

match since it was the most frequently given ‘other’ factor. 

 

 
FIG. 2. Journal selection strategies. 

 

Main effects 

To estimate the coefficients of the factors that explain the probability that a particular journal variety was 

chosen by the respondents, we use a conditional logit model. Thus, we assume an indirect utility function 

where the deterministic component depends on the attribute values of the journal alternatives. An 

alternative specific constant (ASCi) is also included in the model to reflect the effect of preferring a 

particular journal variety over the back-up journal and to correct for possible order effects (i.e. whether a 

journal variety was presented first or second in a particular choice set). The coefficients associated with the 

different attributes estimated using the statistical program STATA are presented in Table 5 for the 

submission choices made for both a high quality paper and a standard paper (the variable definitions can 

be found in Table 1).  

Note that the explanatory power of the model for the submission decision of a high quality paper is much 

higher than that for the submission of a more standard paper. The pseudo R² is more than twice as high 

and the log pseudolikelihood is significantly lower for the former model than for the latter. This indicates that 

the submission choices made by researchers for a high quality paper are more homogeneous than those 

made for a standard paper. More specifically, one factor clearly dominates the submission preferences and 

that is the ISI impact factor of the journal. Researchers want their high quality papers to be published in a 

journal with a high impact factor. This preference for high impact factors is less for standard papers and 

submission strategies for standard papers seem more diverse. 
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TABLE 5. Conditional logit estimation results (results in italics are not significant at the 5% level). 

 

 High quality paper Standard paper 

Coeff. Std. Err. P > |z| Coeff. Std. Err. P > |z| 

higheditor 0.8267 0.0895 0.0000 0.1181 0.0645 0.0670 

medref 0.3041 0.1782 0.0880 0.1867 0.1058 0.0780 

highref 0.7280 0.1601 0.0000 0.4910 0.0945 0.0000 

lowprobacc -0.4472 0.0804 0.0000 -0.7976 0.0865 0.0000 

medprobacc -0.2382 0.1057 0.0240 -0.3247 0.0695 0.0000 

lowimpact 0.5592 0.1286 0.0000 0.4395 0.0820 0.0000 

medimpact 1.0734 0.1714 0.0000 0.6804 0.0956 0.0000 

highimpact 1.8460 0.1775 0.0000 0.6783 0.1148 0.0000 

medstand 0.3996 0.1022 0.0000 0.3126 0.0645 0.0000 

highstand 1.1422 0.2053 0.0000 0.3059 0.1019 0.0030 

time -0.1015 0.0245 0.0000 -0.0849 0.0142 0.0000 

ASC1 2.2044 0.2399 0.0000 1.0294 0.2025 0.0000 

ASC2 2.1162 0.2219 0.0000 1.2485 0.1733 0.0000 

 Obs = 8337 

Pseudo R² = 0.4516 

Log pseudolikelihood = -1674.373 

Obs = 8337 

Pseudo R² = 0.1731 

Log pseudolikelihood = -2524.56 

 

The results are mainly as expected. To submit their work researchers prefer, ceteris paribus: 

- journals with highly regarded editors over journals with unknown editors,  

- journals offering high quality referee reports over those offering low quality reports, 

- journals with a high probability of acceptance over those with a low probability, 

- journals with an ISI impact factor over those with no impact factor, 

- journals with higher ISI impact factors over those with lower impact factors, 

- journals with a high standing among peers over those with a lower standing, and 

- journals with a faster decision making process. 

Moreover, we also find that the coefficients for alternative specific constants (ASC) are positive and similar 

in size. This indicates that respondents generally preferred one of the included journal varieties over the 

back-up journal and that there is no effect on the estimated coefficient of the place (first or second) of the 

alternative in a choice set. 

In order to make a more detailed analysis of the main effects of attribute levels on the submission choices 

made by researchers, we calculate the willingness-to-wait (WTW) for each attribute level using equation 

(1). The resulting estimates of this willingness-to-wait are presented in Table 6. For example, for a high 

quality paper, we find that researchers are willing to wait some 18 months longer for a journal with an ISI 

impact factor above 2 than for a journal without impact factor, keeping all other factors constant. For a 

standard paper, this willingness-to-wait decreases to some 8 months. Also, researchers are willing to wait 

some 11 months longer when submitting a high quality paper to a journal with high standing than for a 

journal with low standing, while for a standard paper they are only willing to wait some 3 months longer. 

The negative estimates of the WTW for a journal with a low or average probability of acceptance have to be 

interpreted relative to the reference category which is a journal with a high probability of acceptance. Thus, 

researchers are willing to wait a shorter period of time, namely 4.4 months shorter, for a journal with a 
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probability of acceptance below 30% than for a journal with an acceptance rate above 70%; however, they 

are still willing to wait a positive number of months even for a journal with a low probability of acceptance. 

First we look at the estimated willingness-to-wait for particular journals when submitting a high quality 

paper. Unsurprisingly, the most important attribute is the journal impact factor. Especially an impact factor 

above 2 is worth a lot of researchers’ time. We clearly see an increase in the preference for a particular 

journal when its impact factor increases. Other important factors appear to be the standing of the journal 

and the quality of the editorial board, while the probability of acceptance appears to be significantly less 

important. The quality of the referee reports is only shown to be important when the comments are useful 

for both style and content, while useful comments on style alone are not valued higher than no useful 

comments at all. We consider this an interesting finding for journal editors and editorial boards (and of 

course also for reviewers). 

 

TABLE 6. Willingness-to-wait estimates (results in italics are not significant at the 5% level). 

 

 High quality paper Standard paper 

WTW 
(in months) 

95% confidence interval WTW 
(in months) 

95% confidence interval 

higheditor 8.14 3.54 12.75 1.39 -0.22 3.00 

medref 3.00 -0.21 6.21 2.20 -0.44 4.83 

highref 7.17 2.06 12.28 5.78 2.52 9.05 

lowprobacc -4.41 -7.20 -1.61 -9.39 -13.03 -5.76 

medprobacc -2.35 -3.92 -0.78 -3.82 -5.59 -2.05 

lowimpact 5.51 0.89 10.12 5.18 2.50 7.85 

medimpact 10.57 2.78 18.37 8.01 4.29 11.73 

highimpact 18.19 7.49 28.88 7.99 4.01 11.97 

medstand 3.94 1.99 5.88 3.68 2.01 5.36 

highstand 11.25 7.63 14.88 3.60 1.45 5.75 

 

Next, we look at the results for submitting a decent, yet more standard, paper. Some differences stand out. 

The willingness-to-wait for a journal with an impact factor compared to one without impact factor is 

considerably lower. Moreover, there is no difference in preferences between a journal with an impact factor 

between 0.5 and 2 and one with an impact factor above 2. The quality of the editorial board is no longer 

important at all, while the journal’s standing is significantly less important than for the submission of a high 

quality paper. Also we cannot observe a difference between a journal of average standing and one of high 

standing, although both are valued more than a journal of low standing. A final difference is related to the 

probability of having a paper accepted by a particular journal. For a standard paper, researchers show a 

clear preference for a journal with a high probability of acceptance. The willingness-to-wait for a journal with 

an acceptance rate below 30% is approximately 9 months shorter than for a journal with an acceptance 

rate above 70%. 

 

Interaction effects 

So far we have considered a choice model in which only the attributes of the journal variety were taken into 

account. However, respondents’ characteristics are also likely to affect their preferences and to affect their 

WTW for particular journal types. To test these effects, we include several interaction terms between 
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attribute variables and respondents’ characteristics. An overview of the different interaction effects we 

estimated can be found in appendix. 

The results indicate that some variables do not affect the WTW for particular journal types. More 

specifically, gender does not influence preferences for submitting both high quality and standard papers. 

Moreover, there is no difference in preferences for submitting a high quality paper with respect to the 

institution type with which a researcher is affiliated. 

However, we do observe an effect on the WTW for journal attributes with respect to age, continent of 

affiliation, employment status of the researcher, past publication record and the researcher’s motivation for 

publishing. Table 7 provides an overview of the observed differences in willingness-to-wait for certain 

attributes according to difference in respondents’ characteristics. We only report results for those attributes 

that are differently valued by the respondents (i.e. significant at 5% level). Interaction effects with a 

particular characteristic were simultaneously introduced in the main effects model (see Table 5) for relevant 

attributes.  

Considering the impact of age, we find that respondents that are older than 55 years are willing to wait 

longer compared to younger respondents in order to submit a standard paper to a journal with a high 

impact factor or to a journal with high standing. However, when it comes to a high quality paper, the 

respondents that are older than 55 are less patient to wait for a journal with high standing among peers 

than those respondents that are younger. Probably, for them speed is of more importance than standing as 

they have already reached the top of their career. 

Next we look at the difference between respondents with respect to the continent on which they are 

currently working. More specifically we observe some differences between Asian affiliated researchers and 

non-Asian affiliated researchers concerning the manuscript submission decision of a standard paper. Half 

of the Asian affiliated researchers were working in a Chinese institution, while the others were spread more 

of less evenly across India, Iran, Japan and Korea, with the exception of one researcher from Israel, one 

from Pakistan and one from Turkey. When it comes to waiting for a journal with an impact factor, the results 

show that Asian affiliated researchers are more impatient than researchers from other continents. Also they 

seem significantly more unwilling to wait for a journal with a high impact factor when it comes to trying to 

publish a standard paper. Finally, Asian affiliated researchers do not seem to value journals with a high 

standing among peers at all for standard paper submission. 

Thirdly, we look at the group of researchers who are currently in a temporary position and are actively 

seeking for a new position within the next two years. For a high quality paper, these researchers are willing 

to wait significantly longer for good quality referee reports than other researchers. For a standard paper, 

they are generally less patient with respect to most of the journal attributes except for the probability of 

acceptance. They seem to be more accommodating towards a low probability of acceptance than other 

researchers. Moreover, researchers with a temporary contract and seeking a new position are not willing to 

wait for a chance to publish a standard paper in neither a journal with a high impact factor nor one with 

average or high standing among peers. 

Fourthly, we focus on the group of researchers that had at most one publication in the past two years. For a 

high quality paper, these researchers value high quality referee reports more and higher impact factors less 

than researchers with more publications. This might follow from a lack of confidence in their own capacities. 

For a standard paper, the same observations can be made. However, the researchers with at most one 

publication are significantly less willing to wait to be able to publish a standard quality paper in a journal 

with a high impact factor than researchers with more publications. 

Finally, we observe different preferences for the researchers that indicated that one of their main 

motivations for publishing was to improve their chances to receive research funding compared to those that 
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did not select this motivation for publishing. We find that researchers who want to increase their probability 

of acquiring research funding are more patient to get their high quality papers in journals with higher impact 

factors. 

 

TABLE 7. Differences in WTW (in months) for journal attributes. 

 

 Quality paper Standard paper 

 older than 55 

years 

not older than 

55 years 

older than 55 not older than 

55 years 

high impact factor - - 12.89 6.80 

high standing among peers 7.18 12.40 10.43 1.97 

 Asian affiliation non-Asian 

affiliation 

Asian affiliation non-Asian 

affiliation 

low impact factor - - 2.47 6.66 

high impact factor - - 3.42 10.44 

high standing among peers - - 0.06 5.06 

 temporary 

contract and 

seeking position 

others temporary 

contract and 

seeking position 

others 

highly regarded editor - - 1.11 2.09 

high quality referee report 12.89 5.85 4.04 7.57 

low probability of acceptance - - -7.19 -10.82 

low impact factor - - 3.61 6.75 

average impact factor - - 5.43 10.16 

high impact factor - - 1.21 11.21 

average standing among peers - - 0.93 4.86 

high standing among peers - - -0.45 5.11 

 at most one 

publication in past 

2 year 

more than one 

publication in 

past 2 year 

at most one 

publication in past 

2 year 

more than one 

publication in 

past 2 year 

high quality referee report 11.50 5.81 10.20 4.59 

low impact factor 2.40 6.16 1.65 6.07 

average impact factor - - 4.45 8.92 

high impact factor 14.40 18.83 2.71 9.28 

 publish to acquire 

funding 

publish for other 

reasons 

publish to acquire 

funding 

publish for other 

reasons 

low impact factor 9.21 4.25 - - 

average impact factor 14.90 9.12 - - 

high impact factor 24.64 16.00 - - 
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Conclusion 

In this work we applied a discrete choice experiment to determine the willingness-to-wait (WTW) in the 

context of journal submissions. Researchers’ decisions regarding manuscript submissions are mainly 

dependent on journal attributes. Besides the expected waiting time for an editorial decision, other journal 

attributes are also included in the study; namely the quality of the editorial board, the quality of referee 

reports, the probability of being accepted, the ISI impact factor, and the standing of the journal among 

peers. Interaction effects originating from scientists’ personal characteristics (age, region of origin, 

motivations to publish) with the WTW were highlighted. Moreover, differences in researchers’ preferences 

between submitting a high quality paper and a standard paper were also investigated. 

Among the interesting results obtained from our analysis we mention that for a high quality paper, 

researchers are willing to wait some 18 months longer for a journal with an ISI impact factor above 2 than 

for a journal without impact factor, keeping all other factors constant. For a standard paper, the WTW 

decreases to some 8 months. We further observe that when researchers who are currently in a temporary 

position and are actively seeking for a new position submit a high quality paper, then they are willing to wait 

significantly longer for good quality referee reports than other researchers. For a standard paper, they are 

generally less patient with respect to most of the journal attributes except for the probability of acceptance. 

They also seem to be more accommodating towards a low probability of acceptance than their colleagues. 

Gender had no effect on our conclusions. 

We note that the results of our investigations only apply to scientists active in the information sciences, or 

with a least some interest in this field (as shown by the fact that they published in the main journals of the 

field). 
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APPENDIX 

Estimation of interaction effects 

All estimated interaction effects between journal attributes and respondents’ characteristics are presented 

in the appendix. The tables below (Tables 8-13) describe whether the effect is statistically significant at the 

10% level (the symbol ‘/’ means that the effect is statistically not significant) and if so, what the sign of the 

effect is with the significance level mentioned between brackets. The interaction effects are separately 

introduced in the main effects model (see Table 5) per journal attribute. 

 

TABLE 8. Interaction between ‘high quality editor’ and respondents’ characteristics. 

Interaction with Quality paper Standard paper 

Older than 55 / / 

Younger than 35 / negative sign (7.4%) 

Female / / 

Affiliated with university / positive sign (9.1%) 

Temporary contract and actively seeking new position  / negative sign (1.2%) 

Economist / positive sign (5.9%) 

Information scientist / / 

European affiliation / / 

Asian affiliation / negative sign (2.3%) 

No publications in past two years / / 

At most one publication in past two years / / 

Publish to increase probability of receiving research funding / / 

 

TABLE 9. Interaction between ‘average quality referee report’ and ‘high quality referee report’ and 

respondents’ characteristics. 

Interaction with  

Average quality referee reports High quality referee reports 

Quality paper Standard paper Quality paper 
Standard 

paper 

Older than 55 / / / / 

Younger than 35 / / / / 

Female / / / / 

Temporary contract and actively 

seeking new position  
/ / 

positive sign 

(2.7%) 
/ 

European affiliation / / / / 

Asian affiliation / / / / 

No publications in past two years 
positive sign 

(0.3%) 
/ 

positive sign 

(0.0%) 
/ 

At most one publication in past 

two years 

positive sign 

(0.3%) 
/ 

positive sign 

(0.0%) 
/ 

Publish to increase probability of 

receiving research funding 
/ / 

negative sign 

(8.1%) 
/ 
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TABLE 10. Interaction between ‘low probability of acceptance’ and ‘average probability of acceptance’ and 

respondents’ characteristics. 

Interaction with  

Low probability of acceptance Average probability of acceptance 

Quality paper Standard paper Quality paper 
Standard 
paper 

Older than 55 / / / / 

Younger than 35 / / / / 

Female / / / / 

Affiliated with university / / / / 

Temporary contract and actively 

seeking new position  / 

negative sign 

(1.7%) / 

negative sign 

(1.1%) 

Economist / / 

negative sign 

(1.2%) / 

European affiliation / / 

negative sign 

(9.4%) / 

Asian affiliation / / / / 

At most one publication in past 

two years / / / / 

Publish to increase probability of 

receiving research funding / / / / 
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TABLE 11. Interaction between ‘low impact factor’, ‘average impact factor’ and ‘high impact factor’ and 

respondents’ characteristics. 

Interaction with Quality paper Standard paper 

Older than 55 Low IF / / 

Average IF / positive sign (10.5%) 

High IF / positive sign (3.8%) 

Younger than 35 Low IF / / 

Average IF / / 

High IF positive sign (9.0%) / 

Female Low IF / / 

Average IF / / 

High IF / / 

Temporary contract Low IF / negative sign (6.8%) 

Average IF / / 

High IF / negative sign (3.0%) 

Actively seeking new position  Low IF / / 

Average IF / negative sign (9.3%) 

High IF / negative sign (9.0%) 

Temporary contract and actively 

seeking new position 

Low IF / negative sign (7.9%) 

Average IF / negative sign (4.6%) 

High IF / negative sign (0.3%) 

Economist Low IF / / 

Average IF / / 

High IF / / 

No publications in past two years Low IF negative sign (0.7%) / 

Average IF negative sign (1.3%) / 

High IF negative sign (0.2%) / 

At most one publication in past 

two years 

Low IF negative sign (0.7%) / 

Average IF negative sign (1.4%) / 

High IF negative sign (0.2%) / 

European affiliation Low IF / / 

Average IF / / 

High IF / / 

Asian affiliation Low IF / negative sign (1.5%) 

Average IF / negative sign (2.6%) 

High IF / negative sign (0.5%) 

Publish to increase probability of 

receiving research funding 

Low IF positive sign (3.7%) / 

Average IF positive sign (0.6%) / 

High IF positive sign (0.1%) / 
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TABLE 12.  Interaction between ‘average standing among peers and ‘high standing among peers’ and 

respondents’ characteristics. 

Interaction with  

Average standing among peers High standing among peers 

Quality paper Standard paper Quality paper 
Standard 

paper 

Older than 55 / / 

negative sign 

(5.3%) 

positive sign 

(0.2%) 

Younger than 35 / / 

positive sign 

(1.0%) 

/ 

Female / / / / 

Affiliated with university 

/ positive sign 

(6.7%) / / 

Temporary contract and actively 

seeking new position  

/ negative sign 

(0.3%) 

/ negative sign 

(0.2%) 

Economist / / / / 

European affiliation / / / / 

Asian affiliation 

/ negative sign 

(1.6%) 

/ negative sign 

(0.8%) 

No publications in past two years / / / / 

At most one publication in past two 

years / / / / 

Publish to increase probability of 

receiving research funding / / / / 

 

 

TABLE 13. Interaction between ‘time’ and respondents’ characteristics 

Interaction with Quality paper Standard paper 

Older than 55 / / 

Younger than 35 / / 

Younger than 26 / / 

Female / / 

Affiliated with university / / 

With doctoral degree / positive sign (7.4%) 

Actively seeking new position / negative sign (5.2%) 

Temporary contract / negative sign (6.0%) 

Temporary contract and actively seeking new position / negative sign (2.7%) 

Information scientist / / 

Economist / positive sign (8.8%) 

European affiliation / / 

Asian affiliation / negative sign (7.6%) 

No publications in past two years / / 

No submissions in past two years / / 

At most one publication in past two years / / 

Publish to increase probability of receiving research funding / / 
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