
50th Annual Reciprocal Meat Conference    151

 Authors could save themselves and their institutions con-
siderable time, effort, money, and anguish if they would fol-
low a number of guidelines when designing, performing,
and reporting meat science research. The following eleven
suggestions are presented for publishing research as a scien-
tific paper. Obviously, different journals, reviewers, and sci-
entists may have various areas of emphasis, but these eleven
points have extensive application.

1. Original—Research should be original enough so it
confirms previous work in a timely fashion or is a new
approach to evaluate a well-studied problem. Obvi-
ously, all research will not be of an “inventive” na-
ture.

2. Design—The experimental design and statistical analy-
ses must be sound. Don’t use a more complex design
than is needed. If appropriate, show the design in fig-
ure or table format. Make sure sufficient information
is provided so the experiment could be repeated.

3. Control—Every replicate of an experiment needs an
appropriate control. Scientists may work in an area
for some time and think doing “no treatment” is a waste
of resources. When readers over the world evaluate
the results of an experiment, they need reconfirma-
tion of baseline information. In meat science experi-
ments, time, temperature, pH, and ionic strength usu-
ally need to be reported. The “control” untreated
sample permits the reader to evaluate the raw mate-
rial utilized.

4. Science—The paper should include the appropriate
scientific measurements. These may be as simple as
measures of weights and depths or as complex as cut-
ting edge methodology. All measurements should be

documented with current obtainable references. In-
strumentation and materials should be precisely and
concisely described in appropriate nomenclature and
units.

5. Write Concisely—Do not include everything that was
required for a thesis or dissertation. Cite only perti-
nent literature, describe methodology efficiently, and
report data as tables or figures, but discuss your re-
sults intelligently when comparing to the literature.
Clearly state the purpose of the work and the most
important findings. Remember, a person may need to
do things as a requirement for a graduate degree for
training purposes. Often these required activities are
not appropriate for reporting in the scientific litera-
ture.

6. Match Discussion, Data, and Conclusions—All too
often an over enthusiastic researcher will have certain
expected results in mind before an experiment is done.
This expectation of direction and significance of find-
ings is carried into the written discussion and conclu-
sions even though not warranted by the data. This usu-
ally results in rejection by reviewers and difficult
rewriting.

7. Data Must Be Believable—Occasionally papers are sub-
mitted where certain data values “do not make sense.”
Usually this implies a major error has occurred. Per-
haps there were errors in product treatments, ingredi-
ents or chemicals used, weights or measures, calcula-
tions, instrumentation adjustment, and so on. This
usually raises a “red flag” for the reviewer. If this obvi-
ous error was not caught by the authors, what else
could be wrong with the work?

8. Logic Must Be Clear—The experimental design and
discussion must clearly show cause and effect. Ap-
propriate literature must be cited to document this re-
lationship.

9. Knowledge Must Be Apparent—The reviewer should
be made aware that the authors know what they did.
Are references appropriate and up-to-date? Do the
authors show that they understand the basic principles
of the instruments and methods used? Are the physics,
chemistry, and math relationships accurate? Are the
authors testing a commercial chemical brew or gad-
get with no understanding of the components and ana-
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lytical principles? Science requires disclosure of perti-
nent information for adequate evaluation.

10. Grammar, Spelling and Format—If you have put in the
effort to do the experiment, analyze the data, and write
the report, be sure to do the obvious checks for gram-
mar, spelling, and journal format. Have someone with
adequate skills in the language of the report review it
before submission. A new set of eyes may catch obvi-
ous errors before the paper reaches an impatient re-
viewer.

11. Do It Now!—Procrastination is the disease of produc-
tivity. Read literature, design preliminary experiments,
do preliminary experiments, keep a good data book,
learn instrumentation, and write up the results.
“Things” seldom go well the first time. Get in the lab
and think it, do it, analyze it, and write it! Now! Then
you are ready for round 2, 3, and so on, for the re-
mainder of your career. Remember a resume with ref-
erences with date, volume, and page is a lot more im-
pressive than with “in preparation.”

Discussion

According to Dr. Glenn Schmidt, approximately 30% of
submitted papers are rejected for publication for various rea-
sons. The three most common reasons for rejection are: 1)
the research was not original; 2) the research was poorly
designed; and 3) the research was not based on sound sci-
ence. After receiving reviewers’ comments, you should pay
close attention to and respond to each comment, whether
you make the suggested change or not.

A thorough study of the journal in which you expect to
publish should be made when planning your research. There
are many different opportunities now for publishing meat
research. But each journal has certain objectives and re-
quirements. These individual requirements may have im-
portant effects on your experimental design, material and
methods, statistical analyses, and results and discussion. Style

and format guides are readily available, very specific, and
helpful. If you are unsure whether your paper fits in a spe-
cific section or journal, you should contact the Section Edi-
tor of the journal. An alternative for publishing an article is
to publish a research note. Research notes can be very valu-
able sources of information. However, because not all jour-
nals accept research notes, you should check with the jour-
nal before submitting.

Although it is impossible to state the exact length each
journal article should be, suggested guidelines include 12
pages of text, 4 tables, 2 figures, and 10 references. These
guidelines will not be appropriate for every article, how-
ever, they provide a basis from which to work. In addition,
the display of data in the form of graphs and figures is
oftentimes more appropriate and appealing than using tables.
The use of appropriate references is also essential to writing
a publishable article. It is absolutely necessary to review
each cited reference, making sure not to include a reference
in an article without first reviewing it. Caution should be
used when referencing non-refereed articles.

The question of whether to publish negative results is a
common one. In many cases, negative results are important
to the scientific community. Such results should be believ-
able and based on a logical objective. A research note may
be an appropriate means for publishing negative results.

An additional area of controversy surrounds the inclu-
sion or omission of author names from articles before being
sent to reviewers. It is the Section Editor’s obligation to make
certain the author gets an impartial review. The Section Edi-
tor is responsible for finding an unbiased/ethical individual
to review the article. In many instances, the text and nature
of the research would give clues to the identity of the au-
thor, anyway.
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   S U M M A R Y

“There is no reward so delightful, no pleasure so exquis-
ite, as having one’s work known and acclaimed by those
whose applause confers honor” …by Moliere as quoted by
Floyd E. Bloom, in his Science editorial (12 January, 1996;
page 127).

The first prerequisite in getting your work published is to
have researched a topic of current and future importance to
the meat and livestock (in our case) industry. With the onset
of the internet availability, there should be no excuse for not
knowing what is happening around the world in meat and
animal research.

You should study thoroughly the Journal in which you

expect to publish when planning your research. There are
many different opportunities now for publishing meat re-
search. But each Journal has certain objectives and require-
ments. These individual requirements may have important
effects on your experimental design, material and methods,
statistical analyses, and results and discussion. I think the
biggest problem I had as Section Editor of the Applied Sec-
tion of the Journal of Animal Science was the lack of atten-
tion paid by authors to the specific requirements of our Jour-
nal. The Style and Form is readily available, and I might
add, very specific and helpful.
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In the April 1997 issue of Meat Marketing and Technol-
ogy, the results of the Consumer Purchase Behavior of Pro-
cessed Meat at Retail study were presented. The study
showed that the processed meat market was in the neigh-
borhood of 10 billion dollars. It was also interesting to note
that 66% of all pork and 12% of all beef was sold as pro-
cessed meat. This data points out the importance of this seg-
ment of the meat industry.

Processors who are producing and selling a wide variety
of sausage, ham, bacon, and poultry products are continu-
ously striving to improve the products they manufacture. How
do these processors go about improving their products? Ob-
viously, there are many ways to approach improvement; 1)
taste panel (both trained and consumer panels), 2) ingredi-
ents used, 3) processing technology and equipment used (tum-
blers, processing ovens, etc.), and the list can go on.

This reciprocation session is to look at the evaluation and
judging of processed meats entered into a competition (Prod-
uct Show). Many meat scientists are involved in conducting
and/or evaluating products in the various product competi-
tions. How do we approach the evaluation? What are the
important factors of evaluation and how are the factors

weighted (importance of each)? To start the discussion let
me present what I and others think are the three general
categories that should be considered when evaluating pro-
cessed meat products.

1. External Appearance
- Color
- Conformation
- Trim
- Uniformity of shape
- Lack of defects

2. Internal Appearance
- Color (cured or fresh)
- Ratio of lean to fat
- Texture
- Particle size/definition
- Lack of defects

3. Flavor/Aroma/Taste
- Aroma
- Flavor
- Edibility

How values are attached to these categories is somewhat
arbitrary. Examples of a few score cards used with the AAMP
American Cured Meat Championship and the Wisconsin
Association of Meat Processors Product Show are shown in
Figures 1, and 2. Flavor is assigned the highest point value.
One of the discussions we could have is: are the points as-
sociated with the categories appropriate?

Another important aspect of a competition is the rules for
each class. The processor wants to know what to expect
relative to the evaluation. During my years of working with
product shows a number of concerns are typically raised by
participants and evaluators. Some examples are:


