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Writing manuscripts collaboratively affords both opportunities and challenges: Collaborative
papers can benefit from the expertise, perspectives, and collective effort of the group but can
lack coherence or be produced inefficiently. When collaborations are large, involving ten or
hundreds of researchers, there are more and different opportunities and challenges, like
appropriately crediting the contributions of many people. This paper is a practical guide for
authors writing collaborative manuscripts, particularly those working in large collaborations. We
emphasize the importance of deliberate leadership and describe five general strategies that lead
authors can employ to maximize opportunities and navigate challenges: care in recruiting the
author team, care in crediting the author team, clear and frequent communication, organized
materials, and deliberate and early decision-making. For each, we offer specific tips in line with
these strategies (e.g., use collaboration agreements, leverage Open Science practices). We then
suggest how lead authors can structure the writing and revising process to produce a coherent
manuscript and offer tips for submitting papers and responding to peer-reviews. A repository of

resources for people writing manuscripts in collaborations is available at osf.io/dzwcn


https://osf.io/dzwcn/
https://osf.io/dzwcn/
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A Guide for Many Authors: Writing Manuscripts in Large Collaborations

In collaborations, independent researchers contribute their skills, expertise, and resources
to one research project. In manuscripts that describe collaborative projects, independent
researchers contribute their words, perspectives, and insights to one paper. Research in
psychological science has historically been conducted by small teams of two or three authors
(e.g., Guimera, 2005), but large-scale collaborative projects involving tens or hundreds of
researchers at different institutions are becoming more common in psychology and other
sciences and so too are papers written by tens or hundreds of authors (Wang et al., 2016; Wuchty
et al., 2007). These papers describe new studies (e.g., Ebersole et al., 2016; Klein et al., 2014,
2018), meta-scientific research (e.g., Silberzahn et al., 2018), secondary analyses (e.g., Graham
et al., 2017), or present non-empirical arguments (e.g., Benjamin et al., 2018; Lakens et al.,
2018; Open Science Collaboration, 2012). All kinds of manuscripts can be improved by having
many authors involved. The more authors writing a paper, the more likely it is that each section
is grounded in specific expertise. The more authors revising a paper, the more opportunities there
are to catch factual errors, typos, flawed logic, biases, and clumsy sentences. Just as many
researchers can work together to produce research that is more ambitious and impactful than
research produced by individuals or small teams (Newman, 2004; Uhlmann et al., 2019; Wuchty
et al., 2007), they can work together to write manuscripts that similarly benefit from the input of
many.

Though more authors bring unique opportunities to manuscripts, they also bring
challenges that, if not managed, can reduce the marginal value of additional collaborators
(Petersen et al., 2012). Coauthors’ differing perspectives and opinions can undermine the

coherence of the final paper, and the writing process may be slow and disorganized. Unmet
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expectations about authorship and crediting can cause interpersonal conflict and harm (Smith et
al., 2019) and delay the publication process. In addition, large collaborations face problems that
are not present in collaborations with smaller teams. Some challenges are simply a function of
scale; as an author list grows, some ordinary tasks become harder. For example, integrating
feedback on drafts takes more time and care due to the many perspectives being considered. The
more people there are, the more opinions and writing styles there are, and the more likely it is
that people’s preferences and assumptions about how to write the paper will not align. In large
collaborations, logistical complexities can slow the writing process and although people often
begin a writing project full of enthusiasm, ideas, and focus, long delays and missed deadlines can
deflate this motivation.

Other problems that can arise during the writing process in large collaborations are not
merely of scale, but are entirely new problems that require new kinds of solutions. For example,
diffusion of responsibility can cause some tasks, like proofreading supplemental material, to fall
through the cracks or be done haphazardly when proofreaders take less personal responsibility
for finding errors, assuming someone else will catch errors they miss (Forsyth et al., 2002). As a
result of new problems that can emerge in large collaborations, familiar writing and publishing
conventions do not always work. For example, authorship order is less effective at signaling
relative contributions when there are twenty or two hundred contributors rather than two or three
(Sauermann & Haeussler, 2017).

Although these and other challenges are inherent to writing manuscripts with many
authors, they can be overcome or reduced in practice. In addition, the unique opportunities of
large collaborations can be leveraged so that the collective expertise and knowledge of the group

is not wasted. This paper is a practical guide to writing manuscripts with many authors, based on
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our personal experiences leading and contributing to large, collaborative manuscripts. Empirical
research on team science offers general recommendations on collaborating that are broadly
consistent with those offered here (e.g., the need for clear communication and strong leadership;
Bennett & Gadlin, 2012; Hall et al., 2018). We cite empirical evidence where it is relevant, but
the relevance of research on team science to our guide is limited because team science research
typically focuses on outcomes of a group’s productivity (e.g., citation counts, Hall et al., 2018)
rather than on outcomes of a group’s writing process (e.g., number of errors in a final report,
writing clarity).

In this guide, we emphasize the importance of deliberate leadership, recommend five
general strategies and numerous specific tips for lead authors, then describe detailed strategies
for structuring the writing process and navigating the peer-review process. We also offer a
repository of resources available at osf.io/dzwcn.

Deliberate Leadership

An essential component of writing manuscripts in collaborations is deliberate leadership.
In order to leverage opportunities and navigate challenges of writing papers in large
collaborations, people’s knowledge, expertise, and effort must be directed. We recommend that
someone serve as the lead author, taking explicit responsibility for the manuscript and ensuring
its completion by handling important tasks or delegating them to capable others. In some cases, it
may make sense for the lead author role to be shared by multiple people who have explicitly
agreed to specific individual responsibilities.

Whether the role is shared or assumed by one person, we recommend that lead authors
employ five general strategies, each of which we discuss in detail: 1) care in recruiting a

coauthor team, 2) care in crediting the coauthor team, 3) clear and frequent communication, 4)
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organized materials, and 5) early and deliberate decision-making. For each, we offer specific tips
for lead authors.

Strategies for Writing Manuscripts in Large Collaborations
Strategy 1: Care in Recruiting a Coauthor Team

Who is listed as a coauthor on a final manuscript is determined by how (and who) you
recruit to join the coauthor team. Recruiting coauthors through collaboration networks (e.g.,
StudySwap, Chartier et al., 2018; ManyBabies, Frank et al., 2017; Many Primates, Many
Primates et al., 2019; the Psychological Science Accelerator, Moshontz et al., 2018) or through
large forums (e.g., society listservs, Twitter) will likely result in a more diverse coauthor team
(e.g., with respect to geographic distribution, expertise) than recruiting through personal
networks. Diversity of a research team can benefit research quality and outcomes (Cheruvelil et
al., 2014) and may also benefit the quality of the final manuscript.

The costs of conducting research and writing a paper with many other people should be
justified by specific benefits of having a large team. Before recruiting a large team, consider
whether and why a large collaboration is needed for your project.

Tips for lead authors. When recruitment begins, give consideration to the final
manuscript. Large-collaborations that collect new data (e.g., the Many Labs series, Ebersole et
al., 2016; Klein et al., 2014, 2018) often put out general calls to researchers, with all that are able
to collect the minimum amount of data eligible to join. Some may have deep substantive
knowledge about the topic of the project; others may not. How people are recruited impacts how
much rank-and-file collaborators can or will contribute to primary writing of the manuscript. If
there are areas of the envisioned paper where you have less knowledge, engage in targeted

recruitment of experts (e.g., researchers with deeper knowledge of a particular theory or
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statistical technique). These targeted recruits may have a more involved role during specific
phases of your project or drafting parts of the manuscript. However, avoid inviting so many
people that some collaborators aren’t contributing to the final manuscript. Each author on the
final paper should have contributed in specific ways, such as informing the study design,
overseeing data collection at a collection site, contributing to data analysis and interpretation, or
helping write the initial draft of the manuscript or a particular section of the manuscript
(Committee on Publication Ethics, 2004).

Strategy 2: Care in Crediting the Coauthor Team

How people are credited for their contributions can cause many problems in large
collaborations (Holcombe, 2019; Sauermann & Haeussler, 2017; Smith et al., 2019). Large
collaborations are new to psychological science, and traditional methods of crediting via
assigning authorship do not always work in large teams. Haphazard approaches to authorship in
large collaborations, like signaling relative contributions through authorship order and having
contributors decide whether their contributions merit authorship, can result in inconsistent
crediting, people receiving credit for work they didn’t do, and people failing to receive credit for
work they did do. Such issues with crediting can cause harm to coauthors and their careers and
can stall the publication process.

Lead authors who are careful in how they approach crediting can help all coauthors feel
they have been fairly and appropriately credited on large collaborative projects. There are two
related dimensions of credit: how authorship is allocated and how individuals’ contributions are
described. The best strategy for allocating authorship is to establish clear and specific authorship
criteria before recruiting coauthors, and to encourage feedback or discussion about the criteria

from potential coauthors. People have different opinions about what contributions merit
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authorship (Patience, Galli, Patience, & Boffito, 2019), and authors may be differently benefited
by the chosen method of crediting contributions depending on their institutional or national
contexts. Communicating how authorship will be awarded at the start of a project gives people
the opportunity to avoid working on collaborations that they don’t feel offer fair credit or to find
a solution that fits their credit preferences better (e.g., agreeing to take on an additional role that
confers different credit). The best strategy for describing individuals’ contributions is an explicit
one. Rather than rely on authorship order to indicate contributions, contributions can be listed on
the final manuscript (Allen et al., 2014, 2019; Holcombe, 2019).

Tips for lead authors. Outline how you will award authorship before people have made
substantial contributions to the project. Create a collaboration agreement that applies to all
collaborators and describes how authorship will be awarded and structured. There are several
approaches to structuring authorship in large collaborations. One approach is to group authors
into coarse, ordered categories based on their contributions (e.g., Moshontz et al., 2018). Within
the categories, authors can be listed in an arbitrary order (e.g., alphabetically). Another approach
is to list the name of the collaborative group as the sole author of a paper and provide individual
names and contributions in an author’s note (e.g., Open Science Collaboration, 2012, 2015). This
second approach is more consistent with a contributorship model than with a traditional
authorship model (Holcombe, 2019).

On the final manuscript, credit should be given in accordance with any existing
collaboration agreement. The manuscript can list the specific contributions of all authors and any
contributors who are not authors, ideally using standardized language (Brand et al., 2015). For
example, the CRediT system recognizes 14 broad forms of contributorship and provides

language for describing collaborator roles. One important advantage of a standard


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?9LXJKM
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?TixNGX
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?hxf5m1
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?nZdMZo
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?DDax3O

MANUSCRIPTS IN LARGE COLLABORATIONS 9

contributorship system is that it supports crediting roles like programming that are not always
formally acknowledged (Allen, O’Connell, & Kiermer, 2019).
Strategy 3: Clear and Frequent Communication

Large collaborations often include people with different amounts of expertise and
experience, who are working in different personal contexts, institutions, geographic locations,
cultures, and nations, who may use different languages, academic calendars, and time zones.
These characteristics of large teams create the need for clear and frequent communication during
the writing process. In small collaborations, authors often have existing systems or can correctly
make assumptions about what role to take in the writing process and where to find materials,
including the most recent draft of a manuscript. In contrast, people working in large
collaborations may not know whether or how they are to contribute (e.g., providing new content,
editing for clarity, copy-editing, fact-checking), and such information gaps can be hard to
identify and resolve because the barrier for asking clarifying questions is higher (e.g., it often
requires someone to send an email). Furthermore, communication in large collaborative teams is
often written (e.g., via emails or comments on shared documents) and directional, rather than
conversational. Thus, in large collaborative projects, lead authors must explicitly communicate a
lot of information, and do so often and as clearly as possible.

How lead authors communicate during the writing process will determine how efficiently
and well the manuscript is written. Poor communication may result in errors in a manuscript’s
content, delays in the writing and publication process, and may inconvenience or even offend
coauthors. At any point during the writing process in a project with effective communication, all
authors will know what is happening with the project and what the broad timeline for completion

is. During times when action is requested of authors, lead authors can prevent wasted time and
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effort by making specific requests and providing clear and thorough instructions. In the absence
of clear communication, people may contribute in ways that are moot or redundant, or they may
not make contributions that would have benefitted the paper.

Tips for lead authors. Communicating with a large team can be very time-consuming
for lead authors. One way to communicate efficiently is to reduce the number of one-on-one
communications and rely heavily on mass communication. We recommend providing regular
answers to the three questions most likely to be asked by collaborators: (1) What should I be
doing right now? (2) How should I do it? (3) When does it need to be done by? The answers to
these three questions can guide your collaborators through much of the project without you
having to direct them individually. Mass communications can make collaboration efficient by
providing these answers and the necessary resources to carry out the current steps of the project.

As an example, consider the process of collecting feedback on an initial draft of a
manuscript. In order to effectively give feedback, collaborators will need to know where they can
access the current draft of the manuscript, what you would like them to edit or focus on (e.g., are
there particular sections that need closer review), how you would like them to make edits (e.g.,
using Suggesting mode in a shared document), and when the draft will be closed to new
revisions. A mass email to all coauthors that answers those questions will allow your
collaborators to immediately begin giving feedback. As a general rule of thumb, if you’re
receiving multiple responses asking for clarification, your original email was likely not
sufficient. Instructions that require clarification not only make you spend time clarifying, often
by responding to individual emails, but they also inconvenience the collaborator who must wait

for you to respond before contributing.
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Although mass communication is efficient, it can be overwhelming. Send mass
communications to the people they pertain to, rather than to all coauthors by default. Strive to
keep everyone informed and up-to-date, while avoiding overtaxing your collaborators’
bandwidth such that requests or details get overlooked. Compose communications in ways that
will help strike this balance: state the message’s intended audience and purpose within the first
few sentences, indicate whether or not a response is needed (and if so, by whom and when),
make important information easy to find (e.g., list important deadlines clearly and redundantly),
and optimize communications for search (e.g., use the same project name in all email subject
lines). Choose a mode of communication that matches your purpose. Some communication
methods are better for making announcements or documenting information that might be
referenced later (e.g., email, an OSF page), other communication methods are better for
exchanging information (e.g., Slack) or having discussions (e.g., comments of a google doc,
video chat). Confirm that recipients are receiving your communication; sometimes emails or
listservs with lots of recipients get flagged as spam. For email communications, a simple fix is to
CC yourself.

Finally, provide a way for coauthors to communicate with you. Invite your collaborators
to ask questions and provide them with a means of preferred communication when it is
ambiguous (e.g., who on a multi-person lead author team they are to contact, whether you would
like them to ask clarifying questions on a public forum). Inviting communication from coauthors
will help you identify and resolve miscommunications, and it will also help you respect your
coauthors’ preferences and constraints. Collaborators’ different institutional, geographic, and
cultural contexts can influence their availability and needs during the writing process, including

when in the day and academic year they are available, what they are able to contribute, and the
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kinds of work that they are rewarded for. For example, universities in different countries operate
on different academic calendars and individual researchers may adhere to cultural norms that
affect their availability (e.g., it is common for individuals in Western Europe to go on vacation in
August). These differences are likely to be wide ranging, and it is therefore difficult to anticipate
all of them. Invite information about constraints and preferences that affect the writing process to
avoid making inconsiderate assumptions, decisions, or requests (e.g., setting a deadline during a
holiday).

Strategy 4: Organized Materials

There are often many materials associated with writing a manuscript. Organizing these
materials well is essential to an efficient writing process and to producing an error-free
manuscript. When materials are inaccessible or practically inaccessible because they are
disorganized, people may end up not contributing, contributing redundantly, or contributing
inefficiently. For instance, when authors do not know which version of a manuscript is the most
current, they may make revisions on an older draft that are either moot or that require additional
reconciliation effort to be useful.

To contribute usefully, coauthors must not only know what they should be doing, how
they should do it, and when they need to do it, but they must also have access to materials. Thus,
in an efficient collaborative writing process, materials are organized and accompanied by clear,
redundant documentation. Organized materials not only help authors contribute quickly and to
their fullest potential, it will also reduce the communication burden on lead authors. For
example, if a detail-oriented author wants to check that the reported method is precisely correct,
and they can easily access the version of the survey that was administered, they will not need to

email the lead authors before working.
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Tips for lead authors. Make sure that all materials associated with a project are 1) stored
in a shared location that all coauthors can access, 2) documented and/or labeled clearly so that
they are understandable, and 3) stored in non-proprietary file formats that any author can open
and use. For documents that are updated by multiple people over time, store the most current
version in a shared location with version control so that people can work simultaneously on the
most current version. Use folders to organize different kinds of materials, such as analytic scripts
or data, and label them with clear and short names. Store proprietary materials and materials that
will not be made public separately from materials that can or will be made public, and clearly
describe whether and why certain materials cannot be shared. Choose a single platform to share
materials and documentation. There are many platforms available -- the Open Science
Framework, Dropbox, Google Drive, Github, etc. Generally, we recommend choosing a platform
that includes version control, which all of the platforms listed above do.

An effective way to make sure that your collaborators have everything they need is to
plan for all study materials, data, and scripts to be shared with the public. Although it is not
always possible to share everything publicly, documenting and storing all study materials so that
they can be shared with the broader scientific community will also make sharing these materials
with your coauthors easy. If you will share your study materials publicly, choose a platform for
internal organization that will allow you to make all or some of your materials public later, such
as OSF or Github.

Strategy 5: Early and Deliberate Decision-Making

Decision-making becomes increasingly difficult as more stakeholders become involved,

because people are more likely to have conflicting opinions about the manuscript’s content,

writing, or dissemination (e.g., where to submit the manuscript for publication). Also, because
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large teams have more varied values, incentives, and preferences about the publication process, it
can be hard to find one decision that satisfies all authors. Unlike in smaller and more personally
familiar author teams, conflicts in large teams cannot always be resolved through group
discussion and consensus, and there need to be other mechanisms for reaching decisions. If care
is not taken, the final manuscript and how it is published may reflect arbitrary and suboptimal
decisions or may fail to reflect author opinions appropriately. For example, the final manuscript
may not reflect the opinions that have the most merit if decisions are made with deference to the
most senior authors or the most confident authors.

Lead authors can reduce the difficulty of decision-making by being deliberate about when
decisions are made and who is involved in the decision process (e.g., Asencio et al., 2012). As
one example, consider the process of choosing the topic for a large empirical collaboration. One
strategy is for the lead author to narrowly define the topic before recruiting collaborators. For
instance, they may want to conduct a multi-site test of a theory and have a particular study in
mind. Another strategy is for the lead author to recruit potential collaborators for the project
based on its broad goals and then solicit opinions from the group about the specifics (e.g., which
particular study to replicate). The former strategy involves making crucial decisions among a
small team, earlier in the process; the latter involves many individuals and occurs later. Another
decision lead authors face is where to submit the report for publication. Like specifying the
methods, this decision could be made by the lead author before recruiting collaborators, by the
entire team before the project begins, or by the entire team after the research is done and before
the report is written. In these examples and in all decisions lead authors face, there are multiple
justifiable approaches. What we’d like to emphasize is that timing and who is involved will

affect how easy the decision-making process is and, often, what decision is reached. Generally,
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lead authors can make decisions more quickly than a large team of collaborators. If there are
fewer opinions, there is less to reconcile before making a decision. However, considering fewer
opinions may make for a less optimal decision ultimately.

Tips for lead authors. Make decisions as early as is feasible. If an important decision is
left for late in the process, be deliberate and transparent about how the decision will be made.
Consider which decisions are best made collectively, and which decisions you would prefer to
make independently. Be clear about this distinction: Only ask for opinions when you truly want
them and will consider them. Inviting opinions broadly when you don’t want them might result
in a tough choice between abandoning your desired outcome or needing to overrule the opinions
of your collaborators, which can reduce morale and potential contributions. Make independent
decisions early, ideally early enough that you can invite collaborators based on those choices.

When writing empirical papers, consider leveraging transparent practices to help guide
early and deliberate decision-making. Open, transparent research practices can benefit the
scientific community and accelerate the acquisition of knowledge (Munafo et al., 2017; Nosek &
Bar-Anan, 2012) and they can also personally benefit you, particularly when managing many
authors. Preregistration requires you and your team to make analytic choices early and may help
to avoid debates about which analyses are most appropriate once the data are known. The
Registered Reports publishing model (Chambers, 2013; Hardwicke & loannidis, 2018) can be
particularly beneficial to writing large collaborative manuscripts. In this model, authors submit a
paper describing a project’s rationale, methods, and planned analyses for peer reviewed prior to
data collection. Papers can then receive in-principal acceptance from a journal contingent on
carrying out the planned analyses, which necessarily front-loads many decisions about the

writing and submission process. The Registered Reports model also naturally distributes and
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structures the writing process in ways that can be logistically beneficial. Focusing on different
aspects of the paper at different times prevents coauthors from being overwhelmed by the
amount of text to review and lead authors from being overwhelmed by the amount of feedback to
integrate. As an additional benefit to the project, an in-principle acceptance can benefit
recruitment; individuals may be more inclined to join as collaborators if they know the paper is
already provisionally accepted.

Tips for Structuring the Writing Process

Many-authored papers have the strength of leveraging a vast amount of expertise.
However, that expertise can be difficult to distill into a single coherent manuscript (that people
will enjoy reading). Creating a coherent paper will require that lead authors aggregate many
different opinions put forth by coauthors, or present multiple arguments in a coherent way, all
while presenting them with a consistent writing style and flow. To achieve coherence and
consistency, we recommend that lead authors structure the writing process, being deliberate
about how much and which pieces of the paper they draft vs. delegate and directing the focus of
revisions. In this section, we provide suggestions for lead authors related to structuring the
writing process. Figure 1 depicts a useful process for writing manuscripts with many authors. We
describe this process and stage-specific tips in further detail:

Initial draft. Although the entire team will revise the paper, someone must be in charge
of creating the first draft of any given section. Barring total rewrites, this first draft will be the
groundwork that others build upon. Although a first draft can be written quickly by a broader
team, the more voices there are contributing new content, the greater the chance that the draft
will be disjointed. Different people have different writing styles, and papers that rapidly switch

from one voice to another can be difficult to read. In general, it may be best for you to take
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responsibility for creating an initial draft that all coauthors help revise. Another strategy is to
delegate specific sections (e.g., Methods, Results) of the paper to other authors. When pursuing
the latter strategy, we recommend allocating entire sections that are more narrative (e.g., the
Discussion) and delegating smaller pieces only when they involve reporting (e.g., the sample
characteristics section of the Method). Breaking apart pieces of the paper that are more narrative
in nature, such as the Discussion, is more likely to lead to disjointed style.
Figure 1. Recommended steps of the writing process with many authors.

Soliciting and consolidating feedback. Another challenge to writing in large
collaborations is incorporating the suggested revisions of many coauthors. In general, you want
to encourage your coauthors to give feedback on the manuscript. Authors (especially junior ones)

may feel intimidated to give feedback in such large teams. Similarly, if an author’s suggested
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» Edit for coherence » Identify improvement areas

.

Subset of authors edit
*» Major revisions
* Serial editing recommended

Iterate through these steps as required
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revisions are repeatedly dismissed, they may become discouraged and stop offering feedback.
Both of these situations may result in authors limiting themselves in what they suggest, which is
a disservice to the final paper.

To help reduce this problem, we recommend providing a lot of structure when seeking
revisions. For instance, if you share drafts of your paper in stages, request revisions on only the
newly drafted section. Requesting revisions on just the newly drafted sections gives direction to
members who may feel more intimidated and may discourage others from suggesting edits to
sections you consider fully drafted. If you have specific concerns about the paper or places where
you think it could be strengthened, mention those when sharing the paper. Again, making clear
requests focuses the attention of your collaborators and can encourage more participation.
Overall, you want to encourage your collaborators to engage in the writing process with you
while also limiting the number of times you need to reject their suggestions.

An effective workflow for revising a draft in a large collaboration is one in which you
and a small subset of coauthors make major, iterative edits in response to feedback from the
larger team. Especially when major edits are needed, having a group of one to five people make
complete passes of the document can help maintain coherence and consistency. The gray box of
Figure 1 depicts the suggested steps of soliciting and consolidating feedback. After you, or you
and others, produce an initial draft and all authors provide feedback, you can iterate through a
process in which a small group of authors makes edits. First, consolidate redundant points,
identify conflicts and summarize main aims of the revision, identifying any specific areas that
need improvement. With this information, a subset of authors can make major revisions to the
manuscript, ideally working serially. After all members of this small group have made revisions,

you can confirm that major decisions have been made or reach decisions based on the input you
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received and edit the paper for coherence before sending it back to all authors for more feedback.
Cycling through this process until no major revisions are needed is an efficient way to produce
coherent and thorough revisions.

Finalizing the draft. Ultimately, you must decide when the draft is ready to be
submitted. Finalizing the draft will require making any edits related to clarity and factual
correctness and resolving conflicts, with an aim to find compromise. Communicate when the
final round of revisions is taking place, requesting only minor comments, such as checking for
grammatical errors and factual correctness.

Tips for Navigating the Peer-Review Process

Submitting a manuscript and responding to reviews involves many procedural steps.
These are amplified with large-scale collaborations. The same general strategies that benefit the
writing process benefit the peer-review process, so we recommend that lead authors continue to
communicate frequently and clearly, be organized, and make early and deliberate decisions about
submissions and revisions. In addition, specific strategies can help make the peer-review process
more efficient.

Submitting the manuscript. Submitting a manuscript with tens or hundreds of coauthors
is tedious and time consuming, and the lead author is responsible for navigating the process
without making any errors. Approaching the task systematically will save time and prevent
errors. Before the paper is finished, assess what information you will need from each author in
order to submit the manuscript. Required author information typically includes authors’
publishing name, affiliation, department, and some contact information (e.g., email address).

Optionally, many journals use ORCID (https://orcid.org/), which is a digital identification system

for researchers. Collecting and reporting ORCID 1Ds is a good way to make sure that you have
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correctly identified all authors of a large collaborative manuscript. In addition to providing
information about themselves, all authors will also have to approve of the final draft and disclose
any Conflicts of Interest. A brief survey is an easy way to collect and consolidate these pieces of
information during the revision process. Moreover, the journal may accept the survey results in
lieu of manual entry of co-authors information through the submission portal. On very large
projects, we recommend that you ask authors to create or update personal accounts in the journal
submission system and then provide their journal-associated email. Having authors enter their
own information and linking to that information with an email address can prevent errors and
save you hours of manual entry.

Making revisions. After being submitted and reviewed, most papers will require major
revisions. Structuring the revision process thoughtfully allows all authors to be informed of and
involved in the revision process. If too many authors are trying to revise the paper
simultaneously, revision requests may get overlooked and uncoordinated changes may disrupt
the paper’s coherence and consistency. For a smooth revision in response to peer-reviews,
carefully structure coauthors’ contributions. We recommend that as lead author you attempt to
fully address reviewer concerns before soliciting feedback from the entire team. Before sharing
the revised manuscript with collaborators, help collaborators understand the revisions. Provide a
document of reviewer comments that documents and explains your revisions or responses to
each. Use track-changes on the revised version of the manuscript to identify new text, which will
help your collaborators focus their feedback on the changes. It may be most efficient for
collaborators to limit feedback to just the revised portions of the manuscript. Inviting
unnecessary revisions will take time and making too many unnecessary revisions may make for a

confusing response to reviewers.
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Conclusion

Writing excellent papers with many authors often requires considerable work. Lead
authors need to establish and communicate terms of collaboration, communicate clearly and
frequently with their coauthors, organize materials, and make decisions deliberately and early.
This additional work, compared to papers written by smaller teams, is more than made up for by
what it can enable, as evidenced by the generally high quality of many-author publications (Hall
et al., 2018; Uhlmann et al., 2019; Wuchty et al., 2007). Collaborative research projects often
benefit from more thorough and creative consideration of the research questions, methods, and
interpretations, and the resulting manuscript frequently covers a topic of broad interest.
Moreover, as psychological science moves towards the adoption of larger and more diverse
samples to support rigorous and generalizable research, large, multi-site, and many-author

publications will continue to become more common.
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