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Scope of the journal

• CALL
• Technology mediated language

learning
• Technology and applied linguistics
• Digital pedagogies
• CMC
• SLA & TELL

www.cambridge.org/core/journals/recall
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Editorial team



EB & AB



Become familiar with the journal
scope

• Research papers are free to read and download

• OASIS summaries

• LinkedIn & X summaries





A good submission

• Addresses a gap in CALL research: grounded in CALL literature
• The gap/focus is clear and is constructed as relevant new 

knowledge with theoretical, methodological and practice
implications

• We’re interested in all letters in CALL, computational
linguistics or computer systems is not the focus of the journal

• Fancy statistics does not guarantee the above
• Transparent methodology and methods
• Both QUAL & QUAN 



Tschichold, C., Boulton, A. & 
Pérez-Paredes, P. (2024) 
Interpreting the review process in 
applied linguistics research. 
pp.41-59. Routledge.



Crystal-clear focus and strong structure

• Manuscripts need a clear focus evident across the title, 
abstract, keywords, research questions, and conclusion. 

• Many rejected papers suffer from:
• Poor readability and chaotic formatting

• Lack of convincing rationale or clear focus

• Descriptive rather than critical literature reviews

• Context that assumes readers will understand without 
explanation



Claims and evidence and rigorous
methodology

• A recurring reason for rejection is unsupported claims and 
insufficient evidence. 

• All claims must be backed/rejected/discussed by either 
existing literature or your study's data

• Methodology must be described in sufficient detail for 
others to replicate the study



Claims and evidence and rigorous
methodology

• Statistical reporting must be complete and accurate

• Avoid overstated conclusions that aren't grounded in your 
data

• Descriptions of methodology can be "equally important 
(and in many cases more important)" than the outcomes 
themselves.



Engage constructively with reviewer
feedback as a dialogic process
• The case studies demonstrate that authors who successfully 

navigate publication engage thoughtfully with reviews:
• Don't respond too hastily; give yourself time to process criticism

• Address reviewers' comments thoroughly with detailed explanations

• Maintain emotional distance, treat feedback as developmental, not 
personal

• See professional reviews as scaffolding to improve your work, not 
gatekeeping

• Remember that multiple review rounds often strengthen papers 
(papers with more revision rounds actually achieve more citations)



The submission
route: the
importance of
statements



Some thoughts on AI & junk research

• AI as epistemic accelerator and risk
• Redefining authorship and originality
• From enhancement to

“junkification” of research?
• The rise of low-quality or automated

publications risks normalising
superficial scholarship, undermining
trust in academic outputs and 
weakening disciplinary standards.


	Slide 1
	Slide 2: ReCALL
	Slide 3: Scope of the journal
	Slide 4: Latest issue
	Slide 5
	Slide 6
	Slide 7: Editorial team
	Slide 8: EB & AB
	Slide 9: Become familiar with the journal scope
	Slide 10
	Slide 11: A good submission
	Slide 12
	Slide 13:  Crystal-clear focus and strong structure 
	Slide 14: Claims and evidence and rigorous methodology
	Slide 15: Claims and evidence and rigorous methodology
	Slide 16: Engage constructively with reviewer feedback as a dialogic process
	Slide 17: The submission route: the importance of statements 
	Slide 18: Some thoughts on AI & junk research

